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PREFACE

This document was prepared for the Office of Technical Assistance and Safety of
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA). The study was conducted by
the Transportation Consulting Division of Booz@Allen & Hamilton Inc. Guidance was
provided through the Office of Safety of the Office of Technical Assistance and Safety.
The contents of this report are based on the project staff research and do not necessarily
reflect the official views or policies of the U.S. Department of Transportation or the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration.

This report was authored by Donald C. Schneck, Richard M. Amodei and Dr.
Robert Kernish of BoozeAlllem & Hamilton Inc. Valuable insight and direction was
contributed by Judy Meade of the UMTA Office of Technical Assistance and Safety and
Michael G. Ferreri of BoozsAllen & Hamilton. The authors and UMTA would like to
express their appreciation to the transit agencies, employees and unions across the
country who voluntarily participated in this study. Their interest and support were vital
to the successful completion of this entire project.

The Substance Abuse in the Transit Industry Study was undertaken to determine
the extent, prevalence and types of substance abuse and substance abuse programs in
the transit industry nationwide as well as their identifiable consequences. The Federal
Government and the Department of Transportation have been concerned about the
prevalence and impacts of substance abuse in the workplace for some time. In recent
years, substance use by employees in sensitive safety positions has been a contributing
factor in several serious accidents and incidents across all transportation modes. This
study represents the first comprehensive attempt to gather information on substance
abuse policies, programs and usage patterns in the transit industry and, thereby, provide
a snapshot of the current transit industry substance abuse situation.
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The results documented in the “National Howsstheld Survey On Drug Abuse: Population
Estimates 2988,” and the comparable 1990 NIDA survey results provide a general
benchmark for comparisons of the transit industry results with those of the general
population. Reported drug use from the employee survey is generally slightly lower
than reported use in the general population. The reported alcohol use is also slightly
lower than that reported for the general population. Since these data demonstrate
similar trends and incidence levels, there appears to be convergent validity between the
employee survey results and the NIDA survey results of both 1988 and 1990.

Substances Of Abuse -- Responding transit managers clearly perceive alcohol as
the major substance of abuse. Self-reported alcohol consumption was described during
or just before duty by a small segment of the employees and at high consumption levels
that would affect job performance by an additional group of employees. It is also clear
from the testing results that cocaine and marijuana are the main drugs abused by
employees, followed by opiates, barbiturates and benzodiazepines. This is consistent
with the self-reported results of the transit employee survey. The employee survey also
documented self-reported prescription drug use that would likely affect job performance.

Employee Awareness — The majority of employees, 70%, have some knowledge,
through either hearsay or direct observation, of alcohol and drug impairment in the
workplace. The awareness expressed by this large majority of respondents of their
coworkers’ experiencing difficulty performing their jobs due to alcohol use demonstrates
fairly wide-scale recognition of the problem by most employees.

Alcohol Use -- Employees were asked about their drinking habits with all types
of alcoholic beverages, including beer, wine and liquor. The overall conclusion is that
the “frequent drinking” problem is significant, but fairly small in proportion (about six
percent) to all of the responses. Alcohol abuse to the point that it affects job
performance was reported for only a small proportion of the sensitive safety employees.
The larger issue may be the less frequent, but still high alcohol consumption by a greater
proportion of the employees (almost 15%). This level of alcohol abuse may be
recognized by coworkers as a problem in job performance, but not necessarily, directly
or personally recognized as such by the employee.

Drug Use — The main drug use concern is the frequent drug usage reported by
a small but measurable segment of employees within a consistent range of six to over
seven percent. This proportion of employees represents a minor segment of the total
transit industry’s sensitive safety employees. However, employees that continue to use
drugs still present a potential risk due to diminished capacity.

Safety Implications — The transit agency survey results indicate that there is a

small, but measurable safety problem associated with substance abuse. Almost all
systems which reported a substance abuse related accident test for both preemployment

111
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Alcohol Use

. As noted in the agency survey responses, alcohol was perceived as the
most abused substance, yet only 58% of the systems test for alcohol.

. About six percent of the sensitive safety employees reported alcohol use
during or just before duty.

o Another 15% of the sensitive safety employees reported less frequent

alcohol consumption, but at nearly a similar volume as those employees
noted above.

. About two percent of alcohol test results were confirmed positive for
sensitive safety employees by responding agencies.

Program Content — Several conclusions may be reached from the conduct of this
research study that relate to the content of a substance abuse management program.
These points are relevant to the development or refinement of an agency program and
are pertinent to development of any Federal regulations.

J Abuse of alcohol to the extent that it affects job performance should be
addressed in substance abuse management programs.

. Use of both prescription and illicit drugs was documented at levels that
affect job performance.

. Each testing mechanism plays a separate and important role in the
control of substance abuse -- preemployment, postaccident, return-to-duty,
random, reasonable cause and periodic.

. Absent a Federal regulation, drug and alcohol thresholds are not
consistently defined throughout the industry.

o Availability of a comprehensive Employee Assistance Program (EAP) was
a concern to many employees.

Study Recommendations -- This study has documented the extent of substance
abuse in the transit industry and highlighted the implications for the potential risk to the
public safety. The study results also indicate that there are certain aspects of substance
abuse testing that should be included in any testing program.
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Six DOT agencies, including the Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA), issued drug testing regulations in November, 1988. The individual DOT
agency regulations included specific testing guidance for federal grant recipients and
industry organizations within the regulatory purview of each agency. The UMTA
regulation required the following types of drug abuse testing procedures for transit
industry sensitive safety employees:

. Preemployment;
. Reasonable Cause;
. Postaccident;

. Return-to-Duty; and,

. Random Testing.

The UMTA regulation required that, as a condition of receipt of Federal funding, transit
agencies initiate drug testing programs. The UMTA drug testing regulation was
subsequently challenged by several individuals and transit unions. As a result of the
January 1990 decision by the Federal Appeals Court for the District of Columbia Circuit,
the UMTA testing regulation was suspended because of insufficient statutory authority.

Context -- National Transportation Policy/Safetv Interests

According to the 1990 National Transportation Strategic Planning Study, “The
Federal Government has a fundamental role in ensuring the safety of the traveling public
and the security and accessibility of the transportation system.” One of the most
prominent hazards identified for all modes of transportation was substance abuse by
sensitive safety employees. Illicit drug use and alcohol abuse merited special attention
because of their causal relationship to accident fatalities.

. Drinking is indicated as a factor in 50% to 55% of all fatal motor vehicle
accidents;
. One-third of all truck drivers killed in motor vehicle accidents had been

using alcohol or drugs;



. One-third of all recreational boating fatalities had a blood alcohol
concentration (BAC) of 0.10% or higher; and,

. Several highly publicized fatal rail, air and transit accidents to which
substance abuse was a contibuting factor.

These safety statistics and incidents indicate a growing need for and resulting emphasis
on improved safety through substance abuse reduction.

The UMTA role in this safety emphasis has been the development of a new
regulation to establish minimum standards for substance abuse programs in the transit
industry. As a result of recently passed legislation, UMTA is developing a new drug
testing regulation for sensitive safety transit employees. Program areas are expected to
include education, awareness, and supervisory training, in addition to testing. Alcohol
testing will be the subject of a separate regulation.

State And Local Governmental Roles

State and local governments have not, in large measure, taken a position on
substance abuse in relation to transit agencies. State and local governments are
primarily affected by substance abuse issues in the transit industry only when they are
directly involved in the operation of transit services. The number of transit systems
directly operated by state and local governments represents a small segment of the
industry. Moreover, almost all of the transit systems directly operated by state and local
governments would be guided by any UMTA regulation, since these transit systems
receive Federal operating and/or capital funding assistance.

Individual Transit Agency Roles

At the time of the conduct of these surveys and publication of this report, the
transit agencies across the U.S. did not have Federal regulations establishing minimum
standards to guide locally developed drug and alcohol testing programs. Therefore,
policies and practices are inconsistent among the many transit agencies. In addition,
employee assistance programs vary widely in terms of the extent and availability of
treatment for substance abuse. The effect of an UMTA substance abuse regulation
would be to provide such minimum guidelines.
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II. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Studv_Tusttificatiom

Substance abuse has been identified by the Federal Government as a risk to the
public safety. There is evidence of widespread public concern about substance abuse in
the general population and growing sentiment that sensitive safety employees should
not be substance abusers and/or users of illicit drugs. Recent well-publicized accidents
involving public transportation have documented that the use of illegal drugs and/or
the high level alcohol consumption was a contributing factor. These concerns have
prompted UMTA to closely examine the impact of substance abuse on safety in the
transit industry.

Studv_Obiective

UMTAs efforts to encourage a drug-free workplace in the transit industry and
to extend its activities to promote safety were dealt a setback by the 1990 Federal court
ruling that suspended the UMTA drug testing rule. Recently passed legislation provides
UMTA the necessary statutory authority to impose a new regulation mandating drug
and alcohol testing in the transit industry. However, at the time this project was
conducted, no Federally-mandated alcohol or drug testing requirement was in place.

To help determine the extent, prevalence and types of substance abuse in the
transit industry nationwide, as well as its identifiable consequences, was the clearly
stated objective of the project that produced this report. To accomplish this, the study
design established two survey mechanisms to collect the necessary information. An
agency survey was developed to examine the nature and extent of drug and alcohol
testing programs among transit agencies that administer such programs. The transit
agency survey instrument sought the following key program information:

. Overall program structure, such as policies and procedures;
. Employee assistance program availability;
. Prevalence rate and/or positive test results;
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1. STUDY APPROACH

The study approach was designed to achieve the stated objectives within a cost-
effective data collection and analysis framework. The initial approach was designed in
cooperation with UMTA staff and approved for implementation. Some process
modifications were necessary during the conduct of the study to adapt to unforeseen
field conditions, data limitations at the agencies, and agency and employee sensitivities
about the survey structure and certain subject areas. The initial design and subsequent
procedural changes are both described in the following section.

Assurance of Confidentiality

The study was designed to guarantee respondent confidentiality for both the
transit agency and transit employee surveys. As a result, the survey databases were
created to prevent the identification of each participating agency by name, location or
operational characteristics. Even more exhaustive efforts were made to ensure both
confidentiality and anonymity to the employee survey respondents. These assurances
were provided to encourage a high response rate and to promote a high accuracy level
for each response. Since both surveys were voluntary, no data were collected from any
system or employee who did not consent to participate.

Transit Agency Survey -- The text of the survey instrument highlighted, in bold
italic type, that “All data will be held in strictest confidence. Survey findings will not
identify individual transit systems or respondents.” The statutory basis for this
assurance is the Privacy Act of 1974, and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Circular A-108. However, the public domain operating environment of transit systems
could have made these assurances difficult to maintain. Therefore, our approach was
to refrain from identifying individual agency data records by name.

Transit Employee Survey -- Transit employees were given several assurances of
both confidentiality and anonymity in writing on the survey document, and verbally
during the on-site conduct of the individual surveys. The process to preserve protection
of personal and organizational identification included several measures.

. A computer scan answer sheet was used to record the employee
respondent’s answers on a separate sheet of paper from the survey. No
personally identifying information (e.g., names) was requested or entered
on the answer sheet.
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complete the survey. “Sensitive safety employees” was defined (as in UMTA’s initial
drug testing regulation) as those employees responsible for the *..operation of
passenger-carrying equipment, including any directly related support activities that
control or affect the operation of such equipment.” Therefore, each of the 121,728
sensitive safety employees of the 100 largest systems had a chance to be selected or
requested to complete the employee survey.

The largest 100 transit agencies ranked by total full-time-equivalent employees
(FTE's) were extracted as a subset from the 400 system database for use as our
population for the employee survey. These were also ordered from largest to smallest
based on 1989 annual system ridership as reported in the UMTA Section 15 Report.
Annual ridership was used as a key measure to design the sampling framework, since
it directly relates to measures of risk and safety.

The database of 100 transit agencies was stratified into three agency groupings or
strata based on annual ridership. The first stratum contains the largest eight transit
agencies based on ridership. The second stratum is composed of the next 22 large transit
agencies, and the third stratum contains the remaining 70 transit agencies.

. 1st Stratum 8 Largest Transit Agencies

. 2nd Stratum 22 Large Agencies

. 3rd Stratum 70 Medium-Size Agencies
These three groupings of the 100 largest transit systems were utilized in the systematic

random selection process to select a representative sample of most types of transit
agencies.

Survey Instruments

The transit agency and employee questionnaires were carefully designed to
minimize the need for direct assistance with their administration in the field. This
approach served two key purposes:

(I)  To maintain respondent confidentiality and anonymity required by the
Privacy Act of 1974, and,

(2)  To reduce the cost of administering the survey.



Both survey instruments were thoroughly pretested with transit agency human resource
managers and sensitive safety employees and then approved by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) with suggested modifications. Copies of both the
transit agency and employee survey questionnaires appear in Appendices A and B.

The transit agency questionnaire consisted of thirteen pages of questions on the
types of drug and alcohol abuse programs at each agency and the testing results at those
agencies that currently maintain testing programs. The respondents were asked to
provide the answers to each question directly on the questionnaire.

The sensitive safety employee questionnaire was nine pages long, with questions
concerning individual experiences with substance abuse. To a large extent, standard
question items were used to permit comparability with the National Institute on Drug
Abuse (NIDA) Household Survey. Transit employees were asked to provide answers
on a computer scanner answer sheet to ensure anonymity. Each question on the
employee questionnaire had numbered answer choices to choose from which were then
filled in by the employees on the scanner answer sheet.

Survey Pretests

Transit Agency Survey -- The pretest of the transit agency survey was conducted
with nine transit systems; nine is the maximum limit established for Federal
government-funded surveys by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The nine
systems were selected to include transit agencies of varying size and substance abuse
program content.  All nine surveys were completed and returned with complete
information. Follow-up interviews with the manager responsible for the completion of
each survey provided feedback on the questionnaire structure, content, and survey
process. Minor modifications were completed, and the final survey instrument was
submitted to the Office of Management and Budget for review and approval.

Transit Employee Survey -- The employee survey pretest was administered to
sensitive safety employees of an accommodating transit system. The criteria used to
select this transit system included a representative employee population of a typical
transit system. To abide by OMB's limit on the number of pretests, a combination of
nine sensitive safety employees was used for the pretest, including four operators, four
mechanics and one first line supervisor. Each employee completed the survey in a fairly
consistent time of 14 minutes. The survey process proceeded without follow-up
questions from the employees on the survey instrument itself. Most questions from the
employees concerned the purpose of the survey and the use of the results that would
be obtained. The survey pretest resulted in little modification to the survey instrument
or process, and it was then submitted to OMB for approval.
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L Operating a revenue service vehicle, whether or not such vehicle is in
revenue service;

2. Controlling dispatch or movement of a revenue service vehicle;
3. Maintaining revenue service vehicles or equipment used in service; and,
4. Supervising an employee who performs a function listed in [-3.

However, the categories used include all of these defined sensitive safety employees as
a minimum, and comprehensively cover all sensitive safety employees. An additional
aspect is the use of full time equivalent employees as the measure from Section 15,
which may differ slightly in other employee counts that are based on full- and part-time
employees.

Conduct Transit Agency Survey

The agency survey was conducted through an organized mallout with a
personalized letter to the Chief Executive Officer or General Manager of each of the 400
selected transit systems. Contact was established to maintain ongoing communication
with the key person, such as the human resources manager, who had been designated
to complete the survey and with whom we could maintain a dialogue to answer any
questions and ensure completion of the survey. A total of 317 completed survey
questionnaires were returned, and the final database includes 306 useable responses.
Among the 317 returns, seven agencies operated service through multiple contract
operations with differing policies and were therefore deleted from the survey database.
Three other agency survey returns were duplicates. In addition, one commuter rail
system was excluded. The remaining 306 survey responses represent the complete
transit agency survey database.

Questionnaires were mailed to potential respondents in mid-May, 1991, and all
data collection activities were completed by the first week of August, 1991. Quality
control checks were incorporated into each stage of the editing, coding and data
processing of the completed survey forms. Questionnaire items related to drug and/or
alcohol testing were checked against each other to assure appropriate completion and
logical consistency throughout each document. While an incomplete item, or an
inconsistency among items, could frequently be reconciled based on a close inspection
of the questionnaire, problems related to particularly critical data items warranted a call-
back to the survey respondent for clarification. Examples of conditions that resulted in
a callback include:

12
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Figure 1
Universal Employee Population Compared To Survey Employee Sample
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The first positive response came in late May, and the survey dates were scheduled for
June. From this first set of 14 selected systems, six joined the process, provided access
to their employees and supported the entire survey effort. Replacement systems were
randomly selected through a similar selection process and contacted as soon as
notification from nonparticipating agencies was received. It required 13 replacement
systems to reach the additional three participating agencies. Two more replacement
transit systems offered to participate in the survey process but unfortunately too late in
the project schedule to be included. The employee survey was then conducted at the
nine transit agencies that agreed to participate in this research effort.

Employee Survey Process -- The next step after establishing contact at
participating systems was to establish dates for the conduct of the survey and identify
appropriate facility locations with a representative mix of both operating and
maintenance personnel. During this process every effort was made to schedule at least
two agencies in weekly coordinated segments. A customized system-specific letter was
prepared for distribution to the employees which explained the survey process and
provided the dates it would be conducted. This letter was distributed by the transit
authority to employees prior to survey days.

At the first system surveyed, a systematic random sampling process was used to
select sensitive safety employees from an employee roster provided by the system. The
employee roster contained a total of almost 300 employees from which every second and
third name was chosen following a random start. This procedure yielded a list of 200
employee names, which was then returned to the transit system to identify those
employees unavailable on the survey dates due to scheduled day off and other absences
from work. Because of the large number of eliminations, the sample was supplemented
with 30 additional random selections to maintain the 200 employee sample.

Two operational problems arose from this initial method of selecting an employee
sample. First, the process used to randomly select employees who would be available
for the survey was a time-consuming effort that required extensive effort from the
cooperating transit system. The second problem was an employee concern that surfaced
when individuals were notified of their selection to participate in the survey in personal
letters sent to them. Selected employees questioned how they were selected to
participate in the survey when fellow employees were not. Their primary concern was
the validity of the selection process and uneasiness about being individually identified.

These issues were resolved by changing our approach to employee sample
selection. We subsequently drew a census of all employees at randomly selected
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surveys conducted at the subsequent systems flowed smoothly, with no concerns
expressed about the process.

Employee Survey Response — The final results of the transit employee survey
demonstrate a good response from transit employees responding to the survey and who
represent a fairly geographically dispersed set of participating transit agencies.

J A final tally of 1,975 employee survey responses comprises the transit
employee database.

o These completed survey responses met the criteria for completeness of
response and general consistency of related answers.

. There were nine participating agencies representing all three system size
strata and a fairly geographically dispersed group of systems representing
most of the regions of the country.

Two of the eight largest systems participated in the survey. A
third, which represented the third replacement step in the request
process, agreed to participate, but it was too late in the project
schedule to be included.

Two of the next 22 largest systems participated in the survey. Two
other systems that initially agreed to participate decided to withdraw
after union opposition was raised. In the third set of replacement
systems, two systems responded positively, but too late in the project
schedule to be included in the survey.

Five of the next 75 largest systems participated in the transit
employee survey. This represented the full survey design
requirement for transit systems from stratum three.

. The sensitive safety employee profile of the nine participating agencies
by strata has a proportional representation similar to the Section 15 transit
agency population base.

Participating agencies in the first stratum represent 57% of the
total sensitive safety employees in the agency survey sample, and,
in comparison, the population of the first stratum includes 54% of
the total sensitive safety employees in the total employee survey
population (largest 100 transit systems).
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V. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

This section presents the analysis of the survey results and secondary information
collected as part of the survey process. The initial comparison is the transit sensitive
safety employee survey results with the results of similar NIDA surveys on substance
abuse in the general population. The analyses of the agency and employee surveys are
presented and followed by comparisons of all three survey results. Lastly, conditions
for use of the information base and potential limitations of the results are presented.

Benchmark Of Industry Experience -- Summary Of Results

Comparisons With The General Population -- Substance use in the general
population has been estimated based on survey research and the results documented in
the “Nationd Household Survey On Drug Abuse: Population Estimates 1988,” published by
the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA), and recently updated with 1990 results.
The NIDA report has been used to provide a general benchmark for comparisons with
the transit industry results. The reported substance abuse in the general population had
the following characteristics in comparison with the transit employee survey results.

Table 1 Comparisons Of Self-Reported Substance Abuse
By Sensitive Safety Transit Employees With That Of The General Population

Self-Reported Drug Use Self-Reported Alcohol Use
General Transit General Transit
Population Emplovees Population Employees
Year Of Survey (1988) (1990) (1991) (1988) (1990) (1991)
Ever Used 36.6% 37.0% 29.1% 85.0% 83.2% 78.6%
Used In The Last Year 14.1% 13.3% 7.2% 68.1% 66.0% 66.5%
Used In The Past Month  7.3%  6.4% 6.9%’ 53.4% 51.2% 48.6%

1A lower percentage (3%) of current drug users was reported in the response to one
guestion related to drug use during the past 30 days. However, the positive drug use
percentage reached a more consistent level of about 6.9% in the other employee survey
responses related to current drug use.
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Figure 3

Substance Abuse Testing Practices (Q. - 4 & 15)
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Figure 4
Former And Planned Drug Testing Experience

Of Current Nontesting Agencies (Q. - 13 & 14)
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Figure 5

Former And Planned Alcohol Testing Experience
Of Current Nontesting Agencies (Q. - 25 & 26)
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Figure 6
Percentage Of Systems With Drug Testing That Test For Selected Substances
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Confirmation And Verification -- Almost all systems (93%) routinely confirm
initial positive drug tests by the testing laboratory. A licensed physician serving as a
Medical Review Officer (MRO) to verify positive test results is almost as prevalent (91%),
but drops off for the largest transit systems, which may utilize their in-house medical
directors or consulting physicians in that role and with a different title; only 81% of
systems with 500 or more employees reported utilizing MRO review. In follow-up
interviews with a number of systems to reconcile drug test totals, it was discovered that
managers may not be informed of positive screening test results until they have been
confirmed by the laboratory; as a result, some systems were unable to provide data on
initial positive test results, and because of these omissions, counts on initial positive tests
are not presented in the accompanying tables.

SECTION 1V -- Drug Testing: Types

Reasons For Testing -- Programs including preemployment drug testing are
almost universal in the American transit industry, and reasonable cause testing is almost
as prevalent. Other types of drug testing are less widespread. Fewer than
three-quarters of transit systems routinely conduct drug tests following an accident, and
fewer than two-thirds test employees returning to duty. Many agencies did not draw
a clear distinction between reasonable cause and postaccident testing. Only 57% of the
respondents did not overlap the designation between reasonable cause and postaccident
testing -- the other agencies mixed the two testing categories where postaccident was
included as one of the triggers for a reasonable cause test. Just over half of all systems
employ periodic drug testing in conjunction with regular medical examinations, and only
18% claim to randomly test employees for drugs.

Larger systems are more likely to test for drugs for all testing categories. Notably,
&1l systems that have experienced a substance abuse-related accident in 1990 test both
for preemployment and for reasonable cause, and have above average likelihoods of
testing under most other circumstances.

Random Drug Tests -- Random drug testing programs sometimes do not meet
the standards laid out in UMTA’s now-suspended drug testing regulation, primarily in
regard to testing at a fixed ratio to number of employees. Three-quarters of the 36
systems that reported conducting random drug tests follow the UMTA random testing
procedure (Figure 8). Among those that do test at a fixed ratio, the 50% ratio prescribed
by UMTA is used by more than half. In nearly all instances, employees to be tested are
not notified prior to reporting to work about the tests, which are distributed across
shifts, days and months. Only a relatively small minority of systems randomly test all
employees; among the majority (70%) of systems, only sensitive safety employees are
randomly tested.
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Reasonable Cause Tests -- The large majority (90%) of responding transit systems
that have testing programs reported conducting reasonable cause testing. Reasonable
cause tests are triggered by many reasons such as behavior and absenteeism. The survey
also attempted to measure the extent that accidents contribute to the conduct of
reasonable cause testing. Transit systems are almost evenly split on the role and
definition played by accidents in triggering reasonable cause testing: 42% report that
“most” reasonable cause tests are triggered by an accident, whereas 38% report that “very
few” are. In general, smaller systems are more prone than larger systems to test after
an accident. The exception to this pattern is systems with 201 to 499 employees, the only
category in which the majority of reasonable cause tests are triggered by accidents.

SECTION V -- Drug Testing;: Results

Variation By System Size -- Tables A-19 and A-20 present the number of urine
samples submitted to laboratories for analysis, lab-confirmed positive test results, MRO-
verified results, and percent of submitted samples that were MRO-verified positive for
all employee types, categories of drug testing, system size, and substance abuse-related
accident experience. The key difference between the two main drug testing results tables
is the inclusion of applicants and nonsensitive safety employees in Table A-19, and the
presentation of drug testing results in Table A-20 for only sensitive safety employees.

Not surprisingly, larger systems submit and verify as positive far more samples
than smaller systems. However, there is little variation by system size with respect to
the percentage of samples that are MRO-verified positive. The exception is the largest
systems (500 or more employees), which have a substantially higher percentage of MRO-
verified positive results. Systems that have experienced substance abuse-related major
accidents also tend to generate a higher proportion of MRO-verified positive results.
This may, in part, be related to system size, because the largest systems are more likely
to have had one or more substance abuse-related accidents.

Similar results are found when sensitive safety job categories — rather than drug
test categories -- are disaggregated. Table A-20 shows the same data as Table A-19,
except that the analysis is confined to sensitive safety employees and excludes the results
for applicants and other nonsensitive safety employees. While the total number of drug
tests was substantially less for only sensitive safety employees, the percentage of MRO-
verified positive drug test results follow a similar pattern, related to size of system, to
that of the positive test results for all employees and applicants. The proportions of
positive drug testing results by system size were slightly higher for the sensitive safety
employees than, in most instances, those for all employees and applicants.
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Variation By Job Categories — As shown in Table A-21 and summarized in
Figure 9, most MRO-verified positive drug tests involve vehicle operators, followed by
the combination of support/supervisory categories, then vehicle maintenance, and other
equipment maintenance. The combination of support/supervisory categories, in fact,
ranks second to vehicle operator in the proportion of samples submitted. To account for
and compare with the number of samples submitted by job category, the proportion of
MRO-verified positive drug tests is also provided by job category. The supporting
information of the proportions by job category of MRO-verified positive test results
provides a comparison point with the samples by employee type. Figure A-28, which
plots the mean number of samples submitted by more detailed job categories (for those
systems submitting samples) against MRO-verified positive results, shows that the
generic category “other job categories” seems to have a disproportionately high number
of confirmed positive results. As shown later, this is due to the relatively higher rates
of both lab-confirmed and MRO-verified positive results among the largest (500 or more
employees) systems and the much higher representation of this other job category at the
larger systems.

When the mean number of samples submitted, lab-confirmed and MRO-verified
positive test results are considered, the results across job categories are not very
consistent; the percentage of MRO-verified positive test results varies between 0.7% and
4.5%. Drug abuse appears to be slightly more prevalent among equipment maintainers
and inspectors than among vehicle operators. Results of urine sample tests, for whatever
reason, indicated the highest proportion of positive test results among “other equipment
maintainers” (4.5%), followed closely by inspectors (3.9%), and vehicle operators at 3.3%.
The same pattern generally holds for every system size, although the extraordinarily
high positive rate for “other job categories” in systems with 500 or more employees is
worth noting. This higher positive test rate with the larger systems accounts for the
“other job categories” group having a higher MRO-verified positive rate overall and in
comparison with the operations and maintenance job categories.

Variation By Type Of Test -- Shifting focus from job title to reason for testing,
preemployment tests, followed by return-to-duty and reasonable cause tests account for
the bulk -- in terms of sheer numbers -- of confirmed positive tests (Figure 10). Unlike
the case with job categories, however, this ranking is not accounted for by the volume
of samples submitted. As shown in Figure A-29, preemployment, return-to-duty and
reasonable cause tests all appear to have disproportionately higher rates of positive
results than other test categories. Indeed, when positive drug tests are considered as a
percentage of all samples submitted (Table A-19 -- 3.7%), these three test categories were
the highest (Table A-30). Not surprisingly, periodic tests in association with medical
examinations (presumably announced in advance) yield very few positive results. This
pattern generally holds true regardless of system size (Tables A-31 through A-36).

A comparative finding is that of those few systems which test randomly, only
2.4% of the employees tested positive for drug use (Table A-30). This compares
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Figure 10
Proportion Of MRO - Verified Positive Drug Tests By Test Category (Q. - 12)
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favorably with the self-reports of a random sample of the U.S. population surveyed by
the National Institute on Drug Abuse in 1988, in which 7.3% admitted to using illicit
drugs within the past month (National Houseitalll Survey on Drug Abuse Popudiation
Estimates, Table 2A, p. 17). The initial findings from the NIDA 1990 survey resulted in
a lower, 6.4%, of the general population reported illicit drug use in the preceeding 30
days.

However, a precise comparison is difficult because of the differing time frames
used; only a portion of the 7.3% who use illicit drugs in a given month uses them on any
given day. A more pertinent comparison is with the self-reported usage rates from the
employee survey where a comparable percentage of transit employees reported daily use
of illicit drugs.

SECTION VI -- Alcohol Testing:: Methods

Techniques - Urinalysis is the most common method for transit agencies of
checking for alcohol abuse, followed closely by blood analysis, and trailed at some
distance by the breathalyzer (Figure A-37). The popularity of urinalysis may be due to
its use in drug testing; in follow-up interviews, some systems told us that they use
portions of the same urine sample for separate drug and alcohol tests.

Confirmation And Verification — Initial positive results from urinalysis are
almost always confirmed, but confirmation occurs less frequently for blood and for
breathalyzer tests. Similarly, use of a licensed physician as a Medical Review Officer
(MRO) to verify alcohol test results is, at 85%, slightly less prevalent than use of an MRO
to verify drug test results. This is largely due to the limited use of MROs in alcohol
testing by the very large (500-plus employees) transit systems; almost one-third do not
use them. MRO use for confirmation of drug test results by these systems also lags
behind smaller systems, as noted above.

SECTION VII -- Alcohol Testing:: Types
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Figure 11
Characteristics Of Random Alcohol Testing Programs (Q. - 21a)

62%

31%

&
Z
bt ede%

WL,

&ﬁﬂﬂ
ofoded

K5

&

MEAN TEST
7 SYSTEMS
THAT TEST Al
FIXED RATIO

RATE IS
46% FOR

)

%)
O wouw
NADOTW
= PR
RZx2L0
LuoITrzPa
FA S
=
T}
g
E_D
orug
ouof
ooa
SAWN
USM'
> w
(@]

%)

EL
a>8
258

oz

MI

i

[92X%2]
5,52
%)
w55z
nmO O
_ITCF
h<=o

- IZ2

o un<

[
G@U ow
NTD&RN
CSmh, W
SEREvm
WMo <o
TNO WC

UT BA
%)

L
L
>> 28h
OZx—=vr
T
2Oy
295857
>
22 Yos
=0

N=12,13




Figure 11
Characteristics Of Random Alcohol Testing Programs (Q. - 21a)

62%

31%

&
Z
bt ede%

WL,

&ﬁﬂﬂ
ofoded

K5

&

MEAN TEST
7 SYSTEMS
THAT TEST Al
FIXED RATIO

RATE IS
46% FOR

)

%)
O wouw
NADOTW
= PR
RZx2L0
LuoITrzPa
FA S
=
T}
g
E_D
orug
ouof
ooa
SAWN
USM'
> w
(@]

%)

EL
a>8
258

oz

MI

i

[92X%2]
5,52
%)
w55z
nmO O
_ITCF
h<=o

- IZ2

o un<

[
G@U ow
NTD&RN
CSmh, W
SEREvm
WMo <o
TNO WC

UT BA
%)

L
L
>> 28h
OZx—=vr
T
2Oy
295857
>
22 Yos
=0

N=12,13




positive results are expressed as a percentage of samples submitted, other equipment

maintainers, signal maintainers and the other job categories (all of which typically
include a large proportion of relatively low-skilled employees such as vehicle servicers,
maintenance-of-way laborers, etc.) stand out with high rates of positive test results. The
other equipment maintainers also had a high percentage of positive drug tests. Data are
provided for a range of system sizes, but the relatively small sample bases make it
difficult to generalize about patterns by size.

Variation By Type Of Test — As with drug tests, preemployment, reasonable
cause and postaccident alcohol tests constitute prominent shares of MRO-verified
positive test results. However, postaccident MRO-verified positive alcohol tests are more
prominent than the positive drug testing results and account for a larger share of all
confirmed positive results than do return-to-duty tests, as might be expected (Figure 13).

The ranking of MRO-verified positive test results for alcohol demonstrates that
the incidence rates are driven more by the testing method and its corresponding
characteristics than the volume of samples submitted. As illustrated in Figure A-54,
which plots the mean number of MRO-verified positive results against samples
submitted, reasonable cause tests appear to have disproportionately high rates of positive
results, while periodic and completely random tests have disproportionately low rates.
This becomes more evident when confirmed positive results are expressed as a
percentage of samples submitted; reasonable cause tests have a much higher likelihood
of yielding a positive test result than any other reason for testing, while periodic and
completely random tests yield only a fraction of one percent MRO-verified positive
results. As with job categories, small survey sample sizes make it difficult to draw
meaningful comparisons among test types and between system size categories.

SECTION IX -- Overall Pattern Of Substance Abuse

Preferred Substances Of Abuse -- It is clear from Figure 14, which presents the
distribution of MRO-verified positive test results by substance, that cocaine is the major
substance of abuse in U.S. transit systems, followed by marijuana and opiates. Tables
A-62 through A-69 present a grid showing job title by substance of abuse for all
reporting systems, and for systems of similar sizes. Cocaine and marijuana are the
clearly the substances of choice for all types of sensitive safety employees. This contrasts
sharply with management’s perception, noted before, that alcohol is the major substance
of abuse among transit system employees. However, it should be borne in mind that
these figures represent MRO-verified testing results and may not be reflective of actual
substance use. It is possible that alcohol would figure far more prominently if, in fact,
alcohol testing was as pervasive as drug testing.
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Figure 14
Praportion Of MRO - Verified Positive Tests By Substance (Q. - 27)
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Marijuana and cocaine are the major substances found when smaller systems test;
the full range of substances does not appear until systems with 500 or more employees
are examined (Table A-69), where opiates, barbiturates and benzodiazepines become a
factor. At every level of size, phencyclidine @) is rare. The 28 systems that reported
a substance abuse-related accident in 1990 show higher positive rates on most substances
than the average system, with alcohol, barbiturates and opiates appearing more often.

B. TRANSIT EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS

This section of the report analyzes the results of the transit employee survey; the
results are discussed in the order in which they were addressed in the transit employee
questionnaire.

. SECTION | -- General questions on the employee’s work experience with
drug and alcohol testing at current and previous places of employment, as
well as personal knowledge of coworker consumption of drugs and alcohol.

. SECTION Il -- Personal experiences with alcohol consumption, including
beer, wine, liqguor and mixed drinks, and recent consumption levels and
frequency.

] SECTION Il — Personal experiences with the use of drugs, including

prescription-type drugs such as pain Killers, stimulants (“uppers”) and
sedatives (“downers”) as well as other street drugs like marijuana, cocaine,
heroin, “angel dust,” etc. This also includes substances that can be inhaled
such as glues or sprays.

o SECTION 1V -- Attitudinal questions about the survey and the quality of
the answers given.

Presented below are key findings from the tabulation and analysis of the transit
employee survey. Employee survey data were weighted to make the results projectable
to all transit sensitive safety employees (see appendix D for details of the weighting
process). The information presented here can be treated as projected population
estimates. In all cases, frequency distributions were calculated based on the number of
employees that responded to each question, followed by cross-tabulation of particular
question responses that provided additional insight. The analysis includes the
interpretation of these results and their likely impact on future Federal government and
transit agency actions related to the important issue of substance abuse.
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SECTION | -- General Employee Work Experience

Drug And Alcohol Testing Experience — Employees were queried about their
experiences with drug or alcohol testing in the workplace, at both previous and current
places of employment (Figure 15). Answers to this set of questions document the
recently expanding coverage of testing programs, based on the employees’ perceptions
and memories. The vast majority (76% of all employees) were not tested for drug or
alcohol use by any previous employer, while the remaining 24% were tested at least
once. It should be noted that for some employees, the current job is their first full-time
permanent job, while others with previous jobs may not have been employed in sensitive
safety positions or even in transit.

The application process for their current position required a preemployment drug
or alcohol test for 33% of the sensitive safety employees -- up almost ten percent over
previous employers. The current employer (the transit system) did not require a drug
or alcohol test as part of the application process for over half (56%) of the employees
surveyed. The remaining 10% either did not know or did not recall being tested,
indicating that perhaps the preemployment test was unimportant or inconsequential in
their professional careers or they were not informed that their qualifying medical
examination included drug and/or alcohol testing.

Sixty percent of the sensitive safety employees indicated they had not been tested
for drug or alcohol use since their date of hire. Their current employer did test 18% of
them for drug or alcohol use at least once, and 22% had been tested more than once.
This combination of about 40% of the employees experiencing drug and alcohol tests is
much higher than the 24% that were tested by previous employers. These increasing
testing rates are consistent with the conclusion that substance abuse testing programs are
on the rise.

Employees who were tested for specific reasons most often indicated that testing
was a requirement for employment (22%), or part of a physical examination or other
regularly scheduled medical examination (33%). Only 12% of the employees thought
they were tested as part of a random selection process. This is slightly lower than the
overall proportion (18%) of transit systems that reported conducting random testing in
the transit agency survey.

Substance Abuse In The Workplace -- Several questions were asked regarding
the direct experience and awareness that employees acquire as a result of discussions
about or observation of substance abuse in the workplace. These questions were
presented in terms of “difficulty doing a good job for this transit system.” Alcohol use
and drug use were addressed separately, and the results are summarized in Figure 16.
Alcohol and drug use appear to differ slightly in employees’ awareness levels of
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Figure 16
Employee Awareness Of Alcohol And Drug Abuse By Coworkets (Q.- 1.6 & 1.7)
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Figure 17
Employee Perception Of Drugs Most Widely Used (Q. - 1.8)
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these two drugs was greater than the self-reported levels of employee use. This greater
awareness of coworker use compared to reported self-use suggests that the use of these
drugs (cocaine and marijuana) may be more openly discussed and conducted than the
other drugs and also suggests that it is easier to report coworkers’ use than one’s own
use of drugs. Awareness of use of the other drugs was below self-reported usage levels,
suggesting that usage is less obvious and less openly discussed, or that employees were
unfamiliar with the less publicized illicit drugs. It should be noted that the perceptions
of drug use are influenced both by the actual frequency of such use, and by the
openness of its use.

Some inconsistencies in employee responses suggest that awareness of coworker
use may be even higher than specifically reported. Some employees answered that they
had no general knowledge of coworker difficulty with drug use but then identified a
specific drug in the subsequent question. About one-sixth of those employees that
reported never seeing coworker drug abuse subsequently identified a specific drug in
the latter question. This may imply a difference in the definition of what is an illicit
drug and the viewpoint that some of those drugs listed are not perceived as drugs of
abuse by certain employees.

Employee Reaction To Coworker Drug And Alcohol Use -- The vast majority of
transit employees are concerned enough about drug and alcohol use to contemplate
some form of action when they encounter it in coworkers. The question of whether or
not to get involved with employees who are having difficulty due to substance abuse
was posed by the survey, and the results are illustrated in Figure 18. In general, over
90% of the employees who answered felt that they would intervene either directly or
indirectly by reporting that person to a superior or would personally approach or keep
an eye on that person. Over half (54%) of the transit sensitive safety employees stated
that they would take direct action by reporting that person to a supervisor or union
official. This indicates that most employees consider substance abuse to be a serious
problem for which they have some significant concern and/or responsibility. Only ten
percent would do nothing in this situation and allow the employee to continue his duties
unquestioned or not monitored.

However, the intention to take action is not always followed by immediate
response. Even though a significant majority intend to act, they may not follow through
when confronted by the situation.

This employee reaction to coworker difficulty on the job due to either drugs or
alcohol differs by type of employee. Figure 19 presents the reported intended reaction,
by categories of employee type. A fairly consistent pattern of differences emerges
between sensitive safety employees as compared to individuals in the supervisory and
support positions.
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Figure 19

Reaction By Job Title To Coworker Experiencing Diffficulty With Job Performance
Due To Substance Abuse (Q. - L1 1.9)
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. A consistent one-third of the operators, vehicle mechanics and nonvehicle
maintenance staff would report the employee to a supervisor, whereas a
much higher proportion of the support/supervisory personnel would
report the employee to a supervisor.

. A greater proportion of the operators and maintenance personnel would
report the employee to a union official than support/supervisory.

. A high number of vehicle operators would personally attempt to prevent
the coworker from working the shift.

. Vehicle and nonvehicle mechanics, who often work closely with the same
employees on a daily basis, operate on a “buddy system” and would
attempt to keep an eye on the fellow employee.

. Only a very small proportion of the support staff would do nothing, while
a slightly higher proportion of sensitive safety personnel would do nothing.

The duties and responsibilities of some of the support staff make them more inclined to
get involved in coworker difficulties. All of the sensitive safety personnel consistently
demonstrated that this subject was not perceived to be solely a union issue; they would
report the coworker to a union official only about half as often as they would go to a
supervisor. These responses by employee category indicate a strong intention to become
involved with coworker job performance difficulty. This strong expression of interest
and potential involvement in coworkers’ problems corresponds with the high levels of
awareness of substance abuse.

SECTION Il -- Personal Experiences With Alcohol

Employees were asked about their drinking habits with all types of alcoholic
beverages, including beer, wine and liquor. This section questioned employees about
the use of alcohol, frequency of drinking, volume of consumption, and their drinking
experiences in relation to the workplace and duty time periods. The overall conclusion
is that the “frequent drinking” problem is significant, but fairly small in proportion to
all of the responses. The larger issue may be the less frequent, yet still “job performance
affecting” alcohol consumption by more of the employees than those that reported
frequent-drinking experiences. This level of alcohol abuse may be recognized by
coworkers as a problem in job performance, but not necessarily directly or personally
recognized as such by the employee. Only a very small proportion of employees
reported alcohol consumption levels that significantly affect job performance. This group
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of employees should be readily identifiable by well-trained supervisors and referred for
reasonable cause tests.

Alcohol abuse to the point where it affects job performance was reported by only
a small proportion of the sensitive safety employees. Drinking just before or during
duty was reported by about six percent, which closely corresponds with the eight
percent of employees that frequently see or hear of coworkers having difficulty with job
performance because of alcohol use. Except for the frequent alcohol abuser, the main
issue appears to be the less frequent alcohol use cited by coworkers, as noted by almost
two-thirds of the employees and the 15% of employees who self-reported infrequent, but
high-volume alcohol consumption.

The less frequent but duty-affecting use by coworkers does not correspond to the
self-reported patterns of alcohol consumption. The interesting point is that most alcohol
consumption was reported to occur at least five hours before duty. But, in those
employees’ perceptions, it did not affect the performance of their duty. However, these
same employees reported that their coworkers’ duty was sometimes affected by the same
drinking patterns. This difference between employees personal drinking habits and their
observations of their coworkers drinking habits may indicate confidence in their personal
control, denial of a problem, or a shading of the truth in terms of their own experience.

Alcohol Consumption On Duty -- Drinking on duty is reported by a small
proportion (2.7%) of all sensitive safety employees. Fewer than one percent stated that
their on duty consumption of alcohol resulted in getting drunk. The survey also focused
upon “on the job” drinking habits and,found that just over one percent (1.3%) of the
sensitive safety employees sometimes drink alcohol on a meal or other break but,
according to them, never to the point of affecting their performance of duty. An
additional segment of the employees (1.4%) answered that they sometimes drink while
on duty and over half of these sometimes get drunk during this time. Therefore, there
appears to be at least a limited problem with alcohol use by on duty employees.

The majority of transit workers stated that they either never drink (27%), or do
not drink as often as once a month (35%). The remaining 32% of the employees
indicated that they only drink when off duty and not scheduled to be on duty for at
least five hours. The total proportion of employees that reported duty-affecting drinking
is fairly small at less than six percent (5.8%), but still an important finding. These transit
employees felt that their consumption of alcohol seldom affected the performance of
their duty. Only a very small proportion of responding employees reported that their
drinking habits resulted in sometimes getting drunk. Slightly over half of these
respondents (3%) said they drink when off duty and within five hours of going on duty.
Whether these reported alcohol consumption patterns represent a safety issue cannot be
determined here; however, the six percent of sensitive safety employees that drink on
or just before their transit duty does represent an important issue for transit systems to
consider in their substance abuse management programs.
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Table 3 Number Of Drinks Consumed During Drinking Days

1-2 3-5 6-10+
Drinks Drinks Drinks Overall
More Than 5 Higs. Before Duty 52.1% 33.9% 9.6% 32.2%
Less Than 5 Hrs. Before Duty 47.0% 28.4% 20.2% 3.1%
Sometimes On Duty 32.8% 20.8% 26.7% 2.7%
Overall Drinking Consumption 33.6% 14.9% 5.9%

employees who reported drinking a high volume of drinks (the 5.9% that reported six
to ten or more drinks each day), occasionally drank either on duty or just before duty.
Most of the employees who reported drinking more than five hours before duty,
reportedly consumed -2 or 3-5 drinks each day. The employees who reported
occasionally drinking less than five hours before duty were more evenly divided in the
number of drinks they had each day.

SECTION Ill -- Personal Experiences With Drugs

This section of the employee survey concentrated on questions relating to drug
use — including prescription and illegal drugs. The questionnaire enumerated the types
of drugs that were to be considered in response to each drug-related question. The
drugs included prescription-type drugs such as pain killers, stimulants or “uppers,” and
sedatives or “downers.” Other drugs included those produced mainly for illegal use or
street drugs like marijuana, cocaine or crack, heroin, hallucinogens, inhalants and other
opiates. These drugs were listed at the beginning of the drug section of the survey to
provide a common context for the drug terminology used in the questions.

Based on data from a survey conducted in 1988 by the National Institute on Drug

Abuse (NIDA) throughout the U.S., 37% of the general population has used some type
of illicit drug at some time in their lives. In particular, over seven percent (7.3%) of the
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employees reported a level of drug use experience of 200 or more times in their life.
This proportion of drug use is virtually the same as the duty-related drug use results of
almost seven percent. An additional two and one-half percent reported lifetime drug
use over 100 times. Also, 71% of the employees indicated that they had never used
drugs for nonmedical reasons in their life, which is about ten percent lower than the 81%
that reported no use to the first question.

When the very limited, lifetime drug use frequency scenarios (e.g., one or two
times and three to five times) were offered as possible answers, a higher proportion of
the employees reported previous drug use for nonmedical reasons. The 71% of transit
employees who reported never using drugs in their lifetime is closer to the NIDA results
(63%) for the general population and even closer to NIDA results for younger, male-
oriented population segments that may be more representative of transit sensitive safety
employees. About 13.5% of the employees reported experimental or infrequent use of
drugs -- six percent used drugs one or two times, almost five percent used drugs three
to five times, and three percent, six to ten times in their lives to get high or for any other
nonmedical reasons. This 13.5% of employees reporting experimental or infrequent drug
use is very close to the 10.5% difference in the proportion of employees reporting nonuse
of drugs between the question (Q.1) related to use of drugs on or before duty and the
following question on lifetime drug use (Q.2). The possibility exists that these
employees considered a few experimental incidents of drug usage in their lives as
negligible and therefore answered “never used drugs” when scenarios specific to their
experiences were not provided.

The focus of the remaining drug questions was on more recent drug usage --
within the past 30 days. When asked when the most recent time such a drug was used,
three percent of the employees indicated within the last 30 days. When including a
longer time frame, the positive drug use matched the experience results of the
comparable questions (six to over seven percent range). Overall, 74% of the of sensitive
safety employees reported that they had never used drugs to this question of most recent
drug use. The remaining 19% said that more than a year had passed since their prior
drug use. This recent drug use response resulted in a generally consistent drug usage
level in comparison to the results of the lifelong drug usage.

Drug use incidence levels were again fairly consistent when employees were
asked about their drug use in the last 30 days. Employee self-reported drug use during
the last 30 days reached just over six percent (6.2%). Half of these employees (3.2%)
reported drug use during six to twenty or more days in the preceeding month. That rate
of drug usage may exceed the typical number of off duty days each month and therefore
could have had an impact on their performance of duty when drug use occurred during
duty days. The remaining three percent of these recent drug users had a frequency
between one and five days in the past month, which may represent recreational drug use
on nonwork days.
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Recent, self-reported drug use by the surveyed transit employees ranged between
six and seven percent in these related drug use questions.

. 6.9% reported drug use before or during duty;
o 6.4% reported lifetime drug use of 200 or more times;
. 7.2% reported drug use over the past year; and,

o 6.2% reported drug use during the preceding 30 days.

This range of self-reported general drug use from six to over seven percent is within the
rate of drug use reported in the NIDA survey of the general population (7.3%) for the
previous month. However, the over ten percent self-reported drug use response
provided by transit employees in the specific drug use question exceeds the general drug
use estimates of the general population.

Specific Drug Usage -- The specific drug use question provided ten drug types
from which to identify specific drug use on a daily or weekly basis. These responses
resulted in an overall positive incident level of over ten percent (10.6%) using one of
those drugs either daily or weekly within the past 30 days. The answers to these specific
drug use questions indicate a relatively higher degree of drug usage among employees
than the results of the more general drug usage questions. These results suggest that
some employees may not consider certain substances in these categories as drugs and
therefore do not consider using them as drug usage. The overall ten percent reported
drug usage is over three percent higher than the comparable figure from the NIDA
Household Survey - 7.3% drug use within the last 30 days. Four and one-half percent
of the employees reported daily use, and a further six percent reported weekly use of
the noted drug types. Also, a lower proportion of employees (89%) reported not using
any of the listed drugs within the past 30 days. These results indicate a higher
prevalence of drug use than reported in the initial drug questions, and are also closer
to the more detailed NIDA results for the younger, more male-oriented profile of transit
workers.

Figure 21 provides a breakdown of the individual frequencies of daily and weekly
drug usage by drug type and overall incidence levels. As illustrated, cocaine, (1.2%
daily and 1.6% weekly), and marijuana, (1.0% daily and 1.5% weekly), are the two drugs
of highest reported use in the illegal substances category. Heroin has the third highest
illicit drug use (0.5% daily use and 1.4% weekly). Analgesics (1.5% daily and 4.05%
weekly) are the most widely used of the prescription type drugs, and sedatives (1.2%
daily and 0.9% weekly) are the second most widely used.

61



Recent, self-reported drug use by the surveyed transit employees ranged between
six and seven percent in these related drug use questions.

. 6.9% reported drug use before or during duty;
o 6.4% reported lifetime drug use of 200 or more times;
. 7.2% reported drug use over the past year; and,

o 6.2% reported drug use during the preceding 30 days.

This range of self-reported general drug use from six to over seven percent is within the
rate of drug use reported in the NIDA survey of the general population (7.3%) for the
previous month. However, the over ten percent self-reported drug use response
provided by transit employees in the specific drug use question exceeds the general drug
use estimates of the general population.

Specific Drug Usage -- The specific drug use question provided ten drug types
from which to identify specific drug use on a daily or weekly basis. These responses
resulted in an overall positive incident level of over ten percent (10.6%) using one of
those drugs either daily or weekly within the past 30 days. The answers to these specific
drug use questions indicate a relatively higher degree of drug usage among employees
than the results of the more general drug usage questions. These results suggest that
some employees may not consider certain substances in these categories as drugs and
therefore do not consider using them as drug usage. The overall ten percent reported
drug usage is over three percent higher than the comparable figure from the NIDA
Household Survey - 7.3% drug use within the last 30 days. Four and one-half percent
of the employees reported daily use, and a further six percent reported weekly use of
the noted drug types. Also, a lower proportion of employees (89%) reported not using
any of the listed drugs within the past 30 days. These results indicate a higher
prevalence of drug use than reported in the initial drug questions, and are also closer
to the more detailed NIDA results for the younger, more male-oriented profile of transit
workers.

Figure 21 provides a breakdown of the individual frequencies of daily and weekly
drug usage by drug type and overall incidence levels. As illustrated, cocaine, (1.2%
daily and 1.6% weekly), and marijuana, (1.0% daily and 1.5% weekly), are the two drugs
of highest reported use in the illegal substances category. Heroin has the third highest
illicit drug use (0.5% daily use and 1.4% weekly). Analgesics (1.5% daily and 4.05%
weekly) are the most widely used of the prescription type drugs, and sedatives (1.2%
daily and 0.9% weekly) are the second most widely used.

61



Recent, self-reported drug use by the surveyed transit employees ranged between
six and seven percent in these related drug use questions.

. 6.9% reported drug use before or during duty;
o 6.4% reported lifetime drug use of 200 or more times;
. 7.2% reported drug use over the past year; and,

o 6.2% reported drug use during the preceding 30 days.

This range of self-reported general drug use from six to over seven percent is within the
rate of drug use reported in the NIDA survey of the general population (7.3%) for the
previous month. However, the over ten percent self-reported drug use response
provided by transit employees in the specific drug use question exceeds the general drug
use estimates of the general population.

Specific Drug Usage -- The specific drug use question provided ten drug types
from which to identify specific drug use on a daily or weekly basis. These responses
resulted in an overall positive incident level of over ten percent (10.6%) using one of
those drugs either daily or weekly within the past 30 days. The answers to these specific
drug use questions indicate a relatively higher degree of drug usage among employees
than the results of the more general drug usage questions. These results suggest that
some employees may not consider certain substances in these categories as drugs and
therefore do not consider using them as drug usage. The overall ten percent reported
drug usage is over three percent higher than the comparable figure from the NIDA
Household Survey - 7.3% drug use within the last 30 days. Four and one-half percent
of the employees reported daily use, and a further six percent reported weekly use of
the noted drug types. Also, a lower proportion of employees (89%) reported not using
any of the listed drugs within the past 30 days. These results indicate a higher
prevalence of drug use than reported in the initial drug questions, and are also closer
to the more detailed NIDA results for the younger, more male-oriented profile of transit
workers.

Figure 21 provides a breakdown of the individual frequencies of daily and weekly
drug usage by drug type and overall incidence levels. As illustrated, cocaine, (1.2%
daily and 1.6% weekly), and marijuana, (1.0% daily and 1.5% weekly), are the two drugs
of highest reported use in the illegal substances category. Heroin has the third highest
illicit drug use (0.5% daily use and 1.4% weekly). Analgesics (1.5% daily and 4.05%
weekly) are the most widely used of the prescription type drugs, and sedatives (1.2%
daily and 0.9% weekly) are the second most widely used.

61



Figure 22
Employee Attitudes Toward Survey (Q. - 4.1)
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The quality of information from surveys depends upon the honesty and thought
given to answering the questions. The employees were asked about their truthfulness
in answering the questions (Figure 23). A very large majority, 92%, of the respondents

Table 4 Attitudinal Response To The Survey

Liked Did Not Did Not

survey _Care _Like Total
Always Truthful 95.1% 92.0% 85.8% 92.0%
Sometimes Shaded Truth 2.6% 6.4% 4.1% 5.0%
Sometimes Untruthful 1.1% 0.8% 0.5% 1.2%
Mostly Untruthful 1.2% 0.8% 9.6% 1.8%
Overall Total 34.0% 57.4% 8.6% 100.0%

indicated they had always answered the questions very truthfully. A total of 8% of the
respondents reported not giving absolutely truthful answers by shading the truth,
sometimes not telling the truth or mostly not telling the truth.

It would appear to be illogical to report the abuse of drugs and alcohol when
individual experience has been to not use drugs or alcohol. If this is true, the 8%
untruthful figure may be significant since these employees reported more drug and
alcohol use than the truthful employees. Therefore it is possible that the frequency and
abuse of drugs and alcohol may be slightly higher than the results would indicate.

Comparative Findings Of The Agency And Employes Surveys

Data from the two surveys converge to indicate similar substance abuse trends.
Employee drug use has two particular subject areas where direct comparisons are
available. The agency survey reported an overall positive drug-testing incidence of over
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four percent (4.3%) for sensitive safety employees. The employee survey resulted in a
similar proportion (4.5%) of the employees reporting daily use and a further six percent
reporting weekly use. The convergence occurs when the weekly recreational users are
discounted because of their ability to achieve short-term abstinence and avoid detection
by all but random and reasonable cause drug testing. In addition, some of the drugs
listed in the specific use listing by employees are not tested for by some or all of the
systems. When these two conditions are accounted (short-term abstinence and drugs not
tested), the two survey results of employee drug use converge very closely.

Alcohol use can also be compared, but on a more generalized basis. The agency
survey reported overall positive test results of two percent for alcohol abuse. This result
can be compared with the self-reported on duty use of alcohol at almost three percent
(2.7%) from the employee survey. In addition, before duty drinking was reported by
another three percent of the employees. When drinking frequency is accounted for,
these almost six percent of employees would test positive for alcohol about one-third of
the time. This drinking frequency of about every third day would tend to converge the
alcohol use data from both surveys, because the six percent of employees that reported
drinking alcohol on or just before duty would then be closer to the two percent positive
alcohol test results for a random day.

Considerations In Interpreting The Employee Survey Data

How far can the self-reporting of these transit employees be trusted? Ultimately,
in the absence of objective observation data, it is impossible to determine the
truthfulness of the responses. Since our data collection precluded any means of
identifying individual respondents (no identifying information was collected), such
observational confirmation was impossible.

Since the transit employee survey was designed to be comparable to the National
Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA) National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, it is
appropriate to quote their caveat in this respect:’

The value of self-reports obviously depends on the honesty and memory
of sampled respondents. While some studies have established the validity
of self-report data in similar contexts, and while the National Household

‘Rouse, B.A., Kozel, N.J.,, and Richards, L.G. Self-Report Methods of Estimating Drug
Use. NIDA Research Monograph #57. DHHS Publication No. (ADM) 85-1402.
Washington, DC: Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985.
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have an employment profile, system size and geographic location that contribute to the
completeness of the study findings. Generally, younger and more predominately male
employee profiles should have a higher rate of drug use than the general population,
according to the NIDA survey results. Characteristics of the outlier systems tend to
substantiate the trend of greater drug use than the other systems. Another supporting
explanation could be the impact of testing programs, since the systems with higher self-
reported drug use have limited drug-testing programs. A combination of these two
conditions, is likely, thereby affecting the underlying use of drugs and possibly explain
the higher rates of drug use.

Table 5 Self-Reported Drug Usage With And Without The Outliers

All Except 2
Systems Qutliers QOutlier A Outlier B
Less Than Once A Month 11.7% 10.0% 6.0% 17.7%
More Than 5 Hrs. Before Duty  4.1% 3.0% 5.7% 6.4%
Less Than 5 Hrs. Before Duty 0.8% 0.6% 0.9% 1.2%
Sometimes On Duty 2.0% 1.3% 5.0% 2.8%
Overall Drug Usage 6.9% 4.9% 11.6% 10.4%

In the face of this information, we have elected to retain the outlying data in the
report. However, we believe that it is important for the reader to understand the
potential impact of the outlying data, and so we present here a table to highlight the
drug use differences with and without the high-usage outlying systems. It may be
prudent to treat the data with the outlier as a high-usage scenario and the data without
the outlier as the high-likelihood scenario, and to assume that the existing substance
abuse conditions among U.S. transit employees fall somewhere between the two.

The outlier information also demonstrates the unique drug use characteristics

present in each system. Outlier A has a greater overall incidence of self-reported drug
use and with a much greater propensity toward frequent drug use, including sometimes
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V. STUDY RESULTS

Overall Substance Abuse -- Key Findings

Survey findings demonstrate that the transit industry is affected by the same
underlying substance abuse conditions as those present in modern society (Figure 24).
Substance abuse by sensitive safety employees in the transit industry has contributed to
a measurable proportion of reported major accidents and represents a recognized
measure of risk to the public safety.

However, industry managers reported differing perceptions of the problem; over
two-thirds of the transit systems surveyed do not believe their employees have a
substance abuse problem. But, there are clear indications from both survey results that
the transit industry has been affected by the same substance abuse problems as those
found in the general population -- drug wse in transit was reported only slightly lower
and alcohol use similarly slightly lower, compared to the NIDA National Household
Survey on Drug Abuse.

Overall Substance Abuse

J About eighteen percent of the responding systems reported major accidents
in 1990 and in ten percent of those accidents, employee substance abuse
was identified as at least a contributing factor.

L Two-thirds of the transit agencies indicated that they believe that they have
no substance abuse problem, even though a third of these systems reported
at least one major accident with substance abuse as a contributing factor.

. Most of the systems reporting major accidents with substance abuse as a
contributing cause had only a small number of such accidents, which may
indicate that those systems believe the accidents to be an isolated incident
‘rather than a symptom of a more pervasive problem.

. Almost 40% of all transit systems do not have a substance abuse testing
program or do not test after an accident to determine whether there is a
problem; therefore, the actual number and proportion of substance abuse
related major accidents may likely be higher -- the number is not known.

73



V. STUDY RESULTS

Overall Substance Abuse -- Key Findings

Survey findings demonstrate that the transit industry is affected by the same
underlying substance abuse conditions as those present in modern society (Figure 24).
Substance abuse by sensitive safety employees in the transit industry has contributed to
a measurable proportion of reported major accidents and represents a recognized
measure of risk to the public safety.

However, industry managers reported differing perceptions of the problem; over
two-thirds of the transit systems surveyed do not believe their employees have a
substance abuse problem. But, there are clear indications from both survey results that
the transit industry has been affected by the same substance abuse problems as those
found in the general population -- drug wse in transit was reported only slightly lower
and alcohol use similarly slightly lower, compared to the NIDA National Household
Survey on Drug Abuse.

Overall Substance Abuse

J About eighteen percent of the responding systems reported major accidents
in 1990 and in ten percent of those accidents, employee substance abuse
was identified as at least a contributing factor.

L Two-thirds of the transit agencies indicated that they believe that they have
no substance abuse problem, even though a third of these systems reported
at least one major accident with substance abuse as a contributing factor.

. Most of the systems reporting major accidents with substance abuse as a
contributing cause had only a small number of such accidents, which may
indicate that those systems believe the accidents to be an isolated incident
‘rather than a symptom of a more pervasive problem.

. Almost 40% of all transit systems do not have a substance abuse testing
program or do not test after an accident to determine whether there is a
problem; therefore, the actual number and proportion of substance abuse
related major accidents may likely be higher -- the number is not known.

73



V. STUDY RESULTS

Overall Substance Abuse -- Key Findings

Survey findings demonstrate that the transit industry is affected by the same
underlying substance abuse conditions as those present in modern society (Figure 24).
Substance abuse by sensitive safety employees in the transit industry has contributed to
a measurable proportion of reported major accidents and represents a recognized
measure of risk to the public safety.

However, industry managers reported differing perceptions of the problem; over
two-thirds of the transit systems surveyed do not believe their employees have a
substance abuse problem. But, there are clear indications from both survey results that
the transit industry has been affected by the same substance abuse problems as those
found in the general population -- drug wse in transit was reported only slightly lower
and alcohol use similarly slightly lower, compared to the NIDA National Household
Survey on Drug Abuse.

Overall Substance Abuse

J About eighteen percent of the responding systems reported major accidents
in 1990 and in ten percent of those accidents, employee substance abuse
was identified as at least a contributing factor.

L Two-thirds of the transit agencies indicated that they believe that they have
no substance abuse problem, even though a third of these systems reported
at least one major accident with substance abuse as a contributing factor.

. Most of the systems reporting major accidents with substance abuse as a
contributing cause had only a small number of such accidents, which may
indicate that those systems believe the accidents to be an isolated incident
‘rather than a symptom of a more pervasive problem.

. Almost 40% of all transit systems do not have a substance abuse testing
program or do not test after an accident to determine whether there is a
problem; therefore, the actual number and proportion of substance abuse
related major accidents may likely be higher -- the number is not known.
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High frequency: 8.0% of employees drink 16 or more days each
month.

. Another 15% of sensitive safety employees reported less frequent alcohol
consumption, but still fairly high-volume consumption within five hours
of reporting for work.

. About two percent of all alcohol tests reported in the agency survey were
confirmed positive for sensitive safety employees.

These findings demonstrate that there is a substance abuse problem in the transit
industry and that it has been unable to avoid the substance problems prevalent in the
general population. The results do indicate that drug testing may have a deterrent effect
on drug use because it is reported lower by transit employees than by the general
population. This is unexpected given the industry’s demographics of a more young,
urban, male-oriented employee profile than the general population.

Safetv Implications

The transit agency survey results indicate that there is a small but measurable
safety problem associated with substance abuse. Information was requested about major
accidents and those with substance abuse as a contributing factor. However, only 50%
of the transit agency survey respondents could provide data on major accidents.
Eighteen percent of the respondents who were able to provide information on major
accidents reported at least one accident with substance abuse as a contributing factor
during calendar. However limited the data, a substance abuse-related major accident
rate of 10% indicates a substance abuse-related safety implication.

Almost all systems which reported a substance abuse-related accident conduct
both preemployment and reasonable cause testing, and have an above-average likelihood
of testing under most other circumstances. However, a large proportion, almost 40%,
of the responding transit agencies do not test for the possibility that an accident may be
drug or alcohol related:

. 22.2% of the responding agencies have no drug and alcohol testing
program;
. Of those systems that do have testing programs, 6.5% do not conduct

postaccident testing; and,
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. Of those systems that do conduct some type of testing, 9.8% do not conduct
accident-related reasonable cause testing.

Therefore, while the limited information available does not support an overall industry-
wide projection, the point that almost 40% of the transit systems do not know the extent
of the impact of substance abuse on their operations does highlight a potential system
safety weakness.

Program Content

Existing drug and alcohol testing may have a deterrent effect on the reported
substance abuse rates by sensitive safety transit employees. This inhibiting effect was
identified through the transit employee survey, which indicates that transit systems with
testing programs have lower employee reported drug and alcohol use. This was also
supported by numerous discussions with employees at many of the survey locations.
The agency survey results were unable to confirm or deny this conclusion since the
systems without testing are unaware of the extent of their employees’ substance abuse
problem.

Abuse of alcohol to the extent that it affects job performance was identified as an
important issue and one relevant for implementation of any substance abuse program.
The agency survey results reported alcohol abuse as the most prevalent substance in
each organization. Alcohol use at levels that affect job performance was identified fairly
often by coworkers in the employee survey. Self-reported alcohol use was above the
levels found in the general population and also reported at high levels before and during
duty assignments. Therefore, alcohol should be considered as an important part of any
substance abuse program.

Abuse of drugs was also found at levels that affect job performance. The five
illegal drugs noted in the Federal DHHS guidelines (cocaine, marijuana, opiates,
amphetamines and phencyclidine) were all identified at measurable levels for self-
reported use and knowledge of duty-affecting coworker use. In addition, some abuse
of prescription drugs and related street versions was reported at levels that could be
affecting job performance. Many of these drugs are included in some of the more
sophisticated and mature substance testing programs already in place in the transit
industry. Inclusion of at least the five illegal drugs noted in the DHHS guidelines
should be a minimum, and addition of some of the prescription drugs should also be
seriously considered.
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Job applicants are refused employment at most systems (77%), but
are reconsidered at many (43%) of the largest.

. Availability of Employee Assistance Programs is fairly extensive in the
responding systems.

Employee Assistance Programs (EAPs) are available at 88% of the
systems that conduct drug testing.

EAP services are available at 69% of these systems to the
employee who tests positive as compared to the 24% of systems that
offer EAP services only to employees that volunteer before testing
positive.

. The types of drugs included in most testing programs usually comprise the
five identified by the Federal programs (cocaine, marijuana, opiates,
amphetamines, and phencyclidine or PCP), plus some key additional drugs
that are also present in the workplace. The employee survey results
identified some prescription drug use, such as analgesics, sedatives,
tranquilizers and stimulants, that may result in diminished capacity to
perform a sensitive safety position. These prescription drugs could be
considered for inclusion in any testing program.

These six major points highlight several key aspects that were identified through this
study as important to a substance abuse program. There are some additional points
from the study that should also be considered.

Auvailability of a comprehensive Employee Assistance Program (EAP) was a
concern to many employees. Even though a significant majority of transit systems offer
some type of EAP, the scope of EAP services varies a great deal. EAPs range from
referral to external, publicly available programs, to many types of rehabilitation
programs that provide treatment as well as maintenance when the employees return to
work. The agency concern is the significant cost added at each level of service provided
and the fairly low (less than 50%) long term individual success rate. Alternative
concerns include the high initial cost to recruit and train new employees as well as
termination expenses associated with dismissal of long term employees. The trade-offs
and EAP effectiveness questions are issues that extend beyond the purview of this study.
But the importance drawn by employees to EAP treatment and rehabilitation services
is to be noted.
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Please circle the anropriate code or codes
to answer each of the following questions

L Do you believe that you have a substance abuse problem in your
organization?

No 2

la  IFYES: Please rank the substances that you believe are abused most in your organization, using 1 for
the most prevalent, and 3 for the least prevalent:

2. What UMTA funding do you receive?

§ect10n 9 uncﬁn

3. )& u currently have awritten policy on substance abuse in the
workplace?

4. )& u currently have a drug testing program in effect for your
work force?

No  (Pleaseskip to questionsin the boxed
section starting with Question 13) 2

FOR, TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITH A DRUG TESTING PROGRAM

5. When did you start your program?
Month: Y ear
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9a. (IF*YES' TO RANDOM DRUG TESTING) For each of the following, please indicate whether it is
true or not true of your system’ s random drug testing program?

Not

b. Tests are given without regard to previous
selection for testing, behavior or accident
involvement 1 2

d. All employees are included in the random testing
pool 1 2

f.  Random testing is conducted at afixed ratio of
tests to employees 1 2

(IFTRUE:) At what rate do you test? %

9b. (IF YES TO REASONABLE CAUSE DRUG TESTING) Which of the following statements best
characterizes your reasonable cause testing procedures?

Many but not most reasonable cause
tests are triggered by accidents 2

10. Do you use alicensed physician as a Medical Review Officer (MRO) to verify laboratory-confirmed
positive test results?
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14. Which of the following best describes your company’s plans for drug
testing?

Will start in next 6 to 12 months 2

14a.  IFYOU WILL NOT START ONE: Which of the following reasons apply to
your decision not to set up adrug testing program? (circle as many

as apply)

15. Do you currently have an alcohol testing program in effect for your work force?

No  (Please skip to questionsin the boxed
section starting with Question 25) 2

FOR TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITH AN ALCOHOL TBSTING PROGRAM

16.  Whendid you start your program?
Month: Year> —
17.  For each of the following acohol test methods, please indicate

whether it is used routinely, used in special cases, or not used at
all as far as you know:

Routine Special Not Used

Breathalyzer 1 2 3

Other (Please specity below) 1 2 3
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2la  (IF*YES' TO RANDOM ALCOHOL TESTING) For each of the following, please indicate
whether it istrue or not true of your system’s random alcohol testing program?

Not
True True

b. Tests are given without regard to previous
selection for testing, behavior or accident
involvement 1 2

d. All employees are included in the random
testing pool 1 2

f.  Random testing is conducted at a fixed
ratio of tests to employees 1 2

(IFTRUE:) At what rate do you test? %

21b.  (IF YESTO REASONABLE CAUSE ALCOHOL TESTING) Which of the following statements
best characterizes your reasonable cause testing procedures?

Many but not most reasonable cause
tests are triggered by accidents 2

22. Do you use alicensed physician asaMedical Review Officer (MRO) to verify laboratory-confirmed
positive test results?
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FOR TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITHOUT AN ALCOHOL TESTING PROGRAM

25.  Hasthi $ gsansit system ever had an alcohol testing program? 1
No 2

25a. |F YES: When wasthat program in effect?

From ~SLBO-1 O ,19- -

26.  Which of the following best describes your company’s plans for alcohol testing?

Will start in next 6 months

Will start in next 6 to 12 months
Will start in next 12 to 24 months
Will start, but no time frame set
Considering, decision not final
Will not start one

AN P WY =

26a. |IFYOU WILL NOT START ONE: Which of the following reasons apply to
your decision not to set up an acohol testing program? (circle as

vy as apply)

Conflicting state or local laws

No evidence of aproblem

Anticipated legal challenges

Anticipated union resistance or litigation

Anticipated employee resistance or litigation not involving union
Costs involved are too high

Can control substance abuse without a testing program

Other (Please specify below)

CONION N R W -

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE REMAINDER OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE; IF YOUR SYSTEM DOES NO DRUG OR

ALCOHOL TESTING AT ALL, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 33.

-10-



FOR TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITHOUT AN ALCOHOL TESTING PROGRAM

25.  Hasthi $ gsansit system ever had an alcohol testing program? 1
No 2

25a. |F YES: When wasthat program in effect?

From ~SLBO-1 O ,19- -

26.  Which of the following best describes your company’s plans for alcohol testing?

Will start in next 6 months

Will start in next 6 to 12 months
Will start in next 12 to 24 months
Will start, but no time frame set
Considering, decision not final
Will not start one

AN P WY =

26a. |IFYOU WILL NOT START ONE: Which of the following reasons apply to
your decision not to set up an acohol testing program? (circle as

vy as apply)

Conflicting state or local laws

No evidence of aproblem

Anticipated legal challenges

Anticipated union resistance or litigation

Anticipated employee resistance or litigation not involving union
Costs involved are too high

Can control substance abuse without a testing program

Other (Please specify below)

CONION N R W -

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE REMAINDER OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE; IF YOUR SYSTEM DOES NO DRUG OR

ALCOHOL TESTING AT ALL, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 33.

-10-



28.  Which of the following best describes your policy concerning job applicants who test positive for
drugs and/or alcohol?

plican ore%p y and take another
test 30-60 days after initial test 2

ety- or
mﬂﬁyhsenﬁtlvepositnm 4

29. Do you offer rehabilitation or treatment servicesto employees...

who volunteer before they test positive? 1 2

30. Do you terminate employees after they test positive...

Yes Np

the second time? 1 2

REGARDLESS OF YOUR TEST POLICY OR PROCEDURES,
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING FEW QUESTIONS

31 Do you have an Employee Assistance Program (EAP) available to your work force?

0

33. How many accidents did your transit system have in calendar 1990 involving revenue service
vehicles along with injury or death, or property damage in excess of $5,000?

accidents



28.  Which of the following best describes your policy concerning job applicants who test positive for
drugs and/or alcohol?

plican ore%p y and take another
test 30-60 days after initial test 2

ety- or
mﬂﬁyhsenﬁtlvepositnm 4

29. Do you offer rehabilitation or treatment servicesto employees...

who volunteer before they test positive? 1 2

30. Do you terminate employees after they test positive...

Yes Np

the second time? 1 2

REGARDLESS OF YOUR TEST POLICY OR PROCEDURES,
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING FEW QUESTIONS

31 Do you have an Employee Assistance Program (EAP) available to your work force?

0

33. How many accidents did your transit system have in calendar 1990 involving revenue service
vehicles along with injury or death, or property damage in excess of $5,000?

accidents



TRANSIT AGENCY SUBSTANCE ABUSE SURVEY ON
ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE

OVERALL FREQUENCY RESULTS

a.) How many employees do you have in total?

Employees FREQUENCY PERCENT
1-25 40 13.07%
26-40 46 15.03%
41-50 24 7.84%
51-100 58 18.95%
101-200 59 19.28%
201-300 13 4.25%
301-500 16 5.23%
501-1,000 20 6.54%
1000G-1,500 7 2.29%
1,501-2,000 4 1.31%
2,001-3,000 6 1.96%
3,001-More _13 4.25%

306 100.00%

b.) How many are in each of the following categories?

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Vehicle Operators 86,133 62.89%
Vehicle Maintainers 23,042 16.83%
Signal Maintainers 3,999 2.92%
Power Distribution Maintainers 1,769 1.29%
Other Equipment Maintainers 2,800 2.04%
Inspectors 1,521 1.11%
Towermen/Switchmen 187 0.14%
Police or Security Officers 6,659 4.86%
Dispatchers/Controllers 3,351 2.45%
First Line Supervisors of the above 7,488 5.87%%

136,949 100.00%

1.) Do you believe that you have a substance abuse problem in your organization?

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Yes 99 32.46%
No 206 67.54%

B 100.00%
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FOR TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITH A DRUG TESTING PROGRAM

5)  When did you start your program?

Date FREOQUENCY PERCENT
LCessthan 1 year 42 19.27%
1.01 yeé% 2 years 74 33.94%
2.01yelps 3 Years 31 14.22%
More than 3 years _71 32.57%

i3 100.00%

6) Do you test for:

Yes No

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Marijuana? 237 99.57% 1 0.43%
Opiates? 234 98.32% 4 16.8%
Amphetamines? 234 98.32% 4 16.8%
Cocaine? 237 99.57% 1 0.43%
Phencyclidine (PCP)? 230 96.64% 8 3.36%
Barbiturates? 168 70.58% 70 29.42%
Benzodiazepines? 153 64.29% 85 35.71%
Other? 47 19.75% 191 80.25%

72 For each of the following urinalysis drug test methods, please indicate whether
it is used routinely, used in special cases, or not used at all as far as you know:

Frequency
Routine Special Not Used Don’t Know

EMIT (Enzyme Multiplied

Immunoassay Technique) 168 5 31 11 = 215

TLC (Thin-layer Chromatography) 16 16 170 13 = 215

GLC (Gas-liquid Chromatography) 11 14 176 12 = 213

GC/MS (Gas Chromatography/

Mass Spectrometry) 100 86 17 11 = 214

Other 8 5 190 12 = 215
Percent

Routine Special Not Used Don’t Know

EMIT (Enzyme Multiplied
Immunoassay Technique) 78.14% 2.32% 1441%  5.12% = 100.00%

TLC (Thin-layer Chromatography) 7.44% 7.44% 79.07%  6.03% = 100.00%
GLC (Gas-liquid Chromatography) 5.16% 6.57% 82.63%  5.63% = 100.00%
GC/MS (Gas Chromatography/

Mass Spectrometry) 46.73% 40.19% 7.94%  5.14% = 100.00%
Other 3.72% 2.33% 88.37%  5.58% = 100.00%



8.) If you use urinalysis for drug testing, how often do you confirm initial (screen)

positive drug test results?

Always
Never
Sometimes
Don’t Know

9) Do you conduct:

Preemployment drug testing?
Postaccident drug testing?
Reasonable cause drug testing?
Return-to-duty drug testing?
Periodic drug testing in
conjuction with scheduled
medical examinations?
Random drug testing?

Frequency Percent
228 95.80%
175 73.53%
214 89.92%
152 64.14%
125 52.52%

42 17.65%

FREQUENCY PERCENT
208 92.85%
10 4.46%
5 2.23%

1 0.45%
224 100.00%

No

Frequency Percent
10 4.20%

63 26.47%

24 10.08%

85 35.86%

113 47.48%

196 82.35%

9a.) (IF “YES” TO RANDOM DRUG TESTING) For each of the folowing, please
indicate whether it is true or not true of your system’s random drug testing program?

a. Employees selected for
testing are told only after
reporting to work the
day of the test

b. Tests are given without

regard to previous selection

for testing, behavior or
accident involvement

c.  Testing is pretty evenly

distributed across the entire
year, across days of the week,

and across all work shifts
(circle true only if all
three conditions apply)

Not
True True
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
5.56% 34 94.44%
8.33% 33 91.67%
9.09% 30 90.91%
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10 4.46%
5 2.23%

1 0.45%
224 100.00%

No

Frequency Percent
10 4.20%

63 26.47%

24 10.08%

85 35.86%

113 47.48%

196 82.35%

9a.) (IF “YES” TO RANDOM DRUG TESTING) For each of the folowing, please
indicate whether it is true or not true of your system’s random drug testing program?

a. Employees selected for
testing are told only after
reporting to work the
day of the test

b. Tests are given without

regard to previous selection

for testing, behavior or
accident involvement

c.  Testing is pretty evenly

distributed across the entire
year, across days of the week,

and across all work shifts
(circle true only if all
three conditions apply)

Not
True True
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
5.56% 34 94.44%
8.33% 33 91.67%
9.09% 30 90.91%



11.  About how many drug tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results
did you encounter by job catetory?

Erequemy

No. of Laboratory

Samples Confirmed MRO Positive

Submitted Positive Verified Rate
Vehicle Operators 30,574 1,102 1,007 3.29%
Vehicle Maintainers 3,881 132 116 2.99%
Signal Maintainers 665 21 21 3.16%
Power Distribution
Maintainers 228 8 7 3.07%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 1,924 87 87 4.52%
Inspectors 484 24 23 4.75%
Towermen/Switchmen 388 12 11 2.84%
Policy or Security
Officers 822 23 20 2.43%
Dispatchers/Controllers 303 15 15 4.95%
Other job categories 5,437 663 657 12.08%
First Line Supervisors
of above 1,732 43 41 2.37%
TOTAL 46,438 2,130 2,005 4.32%

About how many drug tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results
did you encounter by job catetory?

Percent
No. of Laboratory
Samples Confirmed MRO
Submitted Positive Verified
Vehicle Operators 65.84% 51.74% 50.22%
Vehicle Maintainers 8.36% 6.20% 5.79%
Signal Maintainers 1.43% 99% 1.05%
Power Distribution
Maintainers 49% 38% 35%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 4.14% 4.08% 4.34%
Inspectors 1.04% 1.13% 1.15%
Towermen/Switchmen B4% 56% 55%
Policy or Security
Officers 1.77% 1.08% 99%%
Dispatchers/Controllers 65% 70% 75%
Other job categories 11.71% 31.13% 32.77%
First Line Supervisors
of above 3.73% 2.02% 2.04%

TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



11.  About how many drug tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results
did you encounter by job catetory?

Erequemy

No. of Laboratory

Samples Confirmed MRO Positive

Submitted Positive Verified Rate
Vehicle Operators 30,574 1,102 1,007 3.29%
Vehicle Maintainers 3,881 132 116 2.99%
Signal Maintainers 665 21 21 3.16%
Power Distribution
Maintainers 228 8 7 3.07%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 1,924 87 87 4.52%
Inspectors 484 24 23 4.75%
Towermen/Switchmen 388 12 11 2.84%
Policy or Security
Officers 822 23 20 2.43%
Dispatchers/Controllers 303 15 15 4.95%
Other job categories 5,437 663 657 12.08%
First Line Supervisors
of above 1,732 43 41 2.37%
TOTAL 46,438 2,130 2,005 4.32%

About how many drug tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results
did you encounter by job catetory?

Percent
No. of Laboratory
Samples Confirmed MRO
Submitted Positive Verified
Vehicle Operators 65.84% 51.74% 50.22%
Vehicle Maintainers 8.36% 6.20% 5.79%
Signal Maintainers 1.43% 99% 1.05%
Power Distribution
Maintainers 49% 38% 35%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 4.14% 4.08% 4.34%
Inspectors 1.04% 1.13% 1.15%
Towermen/Switchmen B4% 56% 55%
Policy or Security
Officers 1.77% 1.08% 99%%
Dispatchers/Controllers 65% 70% 75%
Other job categories 11.71% 31.13% 32.77%
First Line Supervisors
of above 3.73% 2.02% 2.04%

TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%



14.)  Which of the following best describes your company’s plans for drug testing

FREQUENCY

Will start in next 6 months 5
Will start in next 6 to 12 months 6
Will start in next 12 to 24 months 3
Will start, but no time frame set 18
Considering, decision not final 26
Will not start one 9

=

14a) IF YOU WILL NOT START ONE: Which of the following reasons apply to

your decision not to set up a drug testing program?

FREQUENCY
Conflicing state or local laws 3
No evidence of a problem 4
Anticipated legal challenges 2
Anticipated union resistance or
litigation 2
Anticipated employee resistance or
litigation not involving union 1
Costs involved are too high 3
Can control substance abuse without
a testing program 3
Other (Please specify below) 24
NOTE: Multiple responses were appropriate to this question 22

PERCENT
7.46%
8.96%
4.48%

26.87%
38.81%

- 13.43%

100.00%

PERCENT

13.64%
18.18%
9.09%

9.09%

4.55%
13.64%

13.64%
. 18.18%
100.00%

15.) Do you currently have an alcohol program in effect for your work force?

FREQUENCY
Yes (Continue with the following questions) 177
No  (Please skip to questions in the boxed
section starting with Question 25) _129
3806
16.) When did you start your program?
DATE FREQUENCY
Less than 1 year 21
1 year 2
1.01 years to 2 years 50
2.01 years to 3 years 23
More than 3 years _62
168

PERCENT

57.84%

42.16%
100.00%

PERCENT
13.29%
1.27%
31.65%
14.56%
100.00%
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20.) If you use blood analysis for alcohol testing, how often do you confirm initial
(screen) positive drug test results?

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Always 89 74.17%
Never 23 19.17%
Sometimes 8 —_6.67%
120 100.00%
21.) Do you conduct:
Yes No
F regqu e Reremwy Frequency Percent
Preemployment alcohol testing? 108 61.02% 69 38.98%
Postaccident alchol testing 132 74.58% 45 25.42%
Reasonable cause alcohol testing? 170 96.05% 7 3.95%
Return-to-duty alchol testing? 96 54.24% 81 45.76%
Periodic alcohol testing in conjunction
with scheduled medical examinations? 64 36.16% 113 63.84%
Random alcohol testing? 16 9.04% 161 90.96%

21a.) (IF "YE®" TO RANDOM ALCOHOL TESTING) For each of the following,
please indicate whether it is true or not true of your system’s alcohol testing program?

Not Don’t
True True Know
Freguency Pemamnit Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
a. Employees selected for
testing are told only after
reporting to work the day
of the test 0 0.00% 13 100.00%
b. Tests are given without
regard to previous selection
for testing, behavior or
accident involvement 2 15.38% 11 84.62%

c. Testing is pretty evenly
distributed across the entire
year, across days of the week,
and across all work shifts
(circle true only if all
three conditions apply) 2 15.38% 10 76.92% 1 7.69%
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23.) About how many alcohol tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what
results did you encounter by job category?

Freguency

No. of Laboratory

Samples Confirmed MRO Positive

Submitted Positive Verified Rate
Vehicle Operators 12,560 276 228 1.82%
Vehicle Maintainers 2,160 40 32 1.48%
Signal Maintainers 38 3 3 7.89%
Power Distribution
Maintainers 122 2 2 1.64%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 301 11 11 3.65%
Inspectors 151 4 4 2.65%
Towermen/Switchmen 29 0 0 0.00%
Police or Security
Officers 435 4 4 0.92%
Dispatchers/
Controllers 140 6 6 4.29%
Other job categories 958 35 35 3.65%
First Line Super-
visors of above 709 3 3 0.42%

TOTAL 17,603 384 328 1.86%
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24.) How many alcohol tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results did
you encounter by test category?

Frequency
No. Laboratory

Samples Confirmed MRO Positive

Submitted Positive Verified Rate
Preemployment tests 9,344 269 120 1.28%
Postaccident tests 4,931 147 98 1.99%
Reasonable cause tests 1,091 170 153 14.02%
Return-to-duty tests 3,416 88 51 1.49%
Periodic tests 12,384 75 28 0.23%
Completely random
tests 3,641 8 6 0.16%
TOTAL 34,807 757 456 1.31%

How many alcohol tests did you do in calendar year 1990 and what results did
you encounter by test category?

Percentage
No. of Laboratory

Samples Confirmed MRO

Submitted Positive Verified
Preemployment tests 26.85% 35.54% 26.32%
Postaccident tests 14.17% 19.42% 21.49%
Reasonable cause tests 3.13% 22.46% 33.55%
Return-to-duty tests 9.81% 11.62% 11.18%
Periodic tests 35.58% 9.91% 6.14%
Completely random
tests 10.46% 1.06% 1.32%
TOTAL 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

FOR TRANSIT SYSTEMS WITHOUT AN ALCOHOL TESTING
PROGRAM

25.) Has this transit system ever had an alcohol testing program?

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Yes 2 1.55%
No 127 98.45%

-2 100.00%
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27.) About how many lahwmrato y confirmed positive alcohol and/or drug test results
in calendar year 1990 did you encounter by job category and drug?

Frequemy
Mari- Amphet- Barbit-
Alcohol i Opiates amines Cocaine uates
Vehicle Operators 81 2%% 111 12 494 72
Vehicle Maintainers 24 85 28 2 57 7
Signal Maintainers 2 3 5 0 9 4
Power Distrib
Maintainers 2 0 0 1 0 1
Other Equipment
Maintainers 6 8 22 4 97 11
Inspectors 4 6 4 0 6 2
Towermen/Switchmen 0 2 8 0 2 2
Police or
Security Officers 4 14 21 l 3 5
Dispatchers/Controllers 4 0 3 0 9 0
First Line
Supervisors of above 2 1 12 3 13 6
Other job
categories 39 125 145 51 245 43
TOTAL 168 500 359 74 935 153
Percent
Mari- Amphet- Barbit-
Alcohol juana Qﬁ amines  Cocaine uates
Vehicle Operators 7.03% 22.20% 63% 1.04% 42.84% 6.24%
Vehicle Maintainers 10.71% 37.95% 1259 0.89% 25.45% 3.13%
Signal Maintainers 8.00% 12.00% 20.00% 0.00% 36.00% 16.00%
Power Distrib
Maintainers 28.57% 0.00% 0.00% 14.29% 0.00% 14.29%
Other Equipment
Maintainers 3.61% 4.82% 13.25% 2.41% 58.43% 6.63%
Inspectors 0.00% 13.33% 53.33% 0.00% 13.33% 13.33%
Towermen/Switchmen 0.00% 13.33% 53.33% 0.00% 13.33% 13.33%
Police or
Security Officers 6.90% 24.14% 36.21% 1.72% 5.17% 8.62%
Dispatchers/Controllers 22.22% 0.00% 16.67% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00%
First Line
Supervisors of above 4.35% 2.17% 26.09% 6.52% 28.26% 13.04%
Other job
categories 5.37% 17.22% 19.97% 7.02% 33.75% 5.92%

TOTAL 6.82% 20.28% 14.56% 3.00% 37.93% 6.21%
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280 Which of the following best describes your policy concerning job applicants
who test positive for drugs and/or alcohol?

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Refuse to consider for employment 170 77.98%
Permit applicant to reapply and take
another test 30-60 days after initial
test 8 3.67%
Permit applicant to reapply and take
another test 61 or more days after
initial test 32 14.68%
Will consider hiring for non-safety or
security-sensitive position _8 3.67%
218 100.00%
29.) Do you offer rehabilitation or treatment
services to employees...
Yes No
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
After they test positive? 139 68.47% 64 31.53%
who volunteer before they test
positive 197 92.49% 16 7.51%
30.) Do you. terminate employees after they
test positive...
Yes No Don’t Know
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
The first time? 88 43.56% 113 55.94% 1 0.50
The second time? 93 86.92% 13 12.15% 1 0.93
More than twice? 11 78.57% 2 14.29% 1 7.14

31) Do you have an Employee Assistance Program
(EAP) available to your work force?

FREQUENCY PERCENT

Yes 233 87.59%
No 33 12.41%

266 100.00%
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34.) Of these accidents, how many may have had substance abuse by your
employees as at least a contributing factor?

Number
of
Accidents Number of Employees
(Erequency) 1-50 51-100 101-150 151-200 201499 500 +
1 (@) 1 2 1 3 7
2 0 0 0 0 0 1
3 0 0 0 0 0 2
4 0 0 1 0 0 2
5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 3
8 0 0 0 0 0 1
9 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 or more 0 0 0 0 0 4
None 26 27 29 13 20 13
Don't Know 0 2 1 1 0 3
TOTAL 26 30 33 15 23 36
Number
of
Accidents Number of Employees
(Percent) i1-50 51-100 101-150 151-200 201-499 500 +
1 0.00% 3.33% 6.06% 6.67% 13.04%  19.44%
2 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.78%
3 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.56%
4 0.00% 0.00% 3.03% 0.00% 0.00% 5.56%
5 0.0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
6 0.0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
7 0.0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.33%
8 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.78%
9 0.(0%o 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
10 or more 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11.11%
None 100.00% 90.00% 87.88% 86.69% 86.96%  36.11%
Don't Know 0.00% 6.67% 3.03% 6.67% 0.00% 8.33%

TOTAL 100.00%  100.00% 100.00% 100.00%  100.00%  100.00%
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Table A-2
Mean Number Of Major Accidents From All Causes
And Substance Abuse Related Accidents By Number Of Employees (Q. - 33 & 34)

Major Accidemt Experience Totall
#

Mean Number Of Major Accidents  36.5

Mean Number Of Substance
Abuse Related Major Accidents 10.9

Major Accidents/Substance
Abuse Related Accidents (%) 29.8

(D

Number Of Emplovees

(276,28)

1to50 5481to100 104 to 150 151 to 200 201 to 499 500+
# # # # # #
2.2 44 5.4 14.8 321 145.7
- 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 14.7
23.7 370 6.8 3.1 9.6
(10700  &&h (3893) (1%51) @33 (3320)

Note: Care is necessary in using this table since the numitsr of agencies reportimg substance abuse related accidents was limited to 28 agencies.

Source: Transit Agemoy Substance Abuse Survey
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Table A-4

Provision Of Substance Abuse Training, By System Size And Test Practices (Q. - 32)

Providies Substance Abuse
Training

Does Not Provide
Substance Abuse Trainimg

L)

Providies Substance Abuse
Training

Does Not Provide
Substance Abuse Training

N

%
85

15

(267)

Total
%

85

15

(267)

Number Of Employess
1 51 101 151 201
to to to to to
50 100 150 200 499 Y00k
% Yo Yo % % %
80 83 84 90 92 90
20 17 16 10 8 10
(87) (48 @) (19 (2§  (50)
System Does System Does
\I{)ruq Testina ¢Icomll Testing
Yes Yes
% B %
88 65 92 72
12 35 8 28
(234) (33) (174  (89)

Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey
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Table A-8
Termination Policy For Employees Who Test Positive For Drugs And/Or Alcohol
Among Systems That Test, By System Size (Q. - 30)

Number Of Employess Had
1 51 101 151 %ﬂ Substance
n & & &l iocidor
Termination Policy Options Total 50 o &0 499 500+ Accident
% % % % % % % %
Terminate On First Positive Test 44 38 32 50 47 54 49 52
Terminate On Second Positive Test 46 48 62 23 47 36 47 48
Terminate On Third Or Later
Positive Test 5 8 2 15 0 4 2 0
No Answer 5 6 4 12 6 6 2 0

N (202) (59 (40) @ (1) @@ (27)

Sowmwe:  Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Percents are based on total respondents considering Q. - 30
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Table A-10

Presence Of An Employee Assistance Program Among Systems That Test
By System Size And Test Practices (Q. - 31)

Has EAP

Does Not Have EAP

2
[

Has EAP

Does Not Have EAP

2

Totall
%

88

12

(266)

Totall
%

88

12

(266)

Number Of Emplovess
1 51 101 151 201
to to ]I.ft % %‘1
50 100 4%% é{
% %
83 88 84 o0 92 96
17 12 16 10 8 4
(88) (48) (87) (19 (@ (60
Systemnm Does System Does
Druq Testimgy Alcotha! Testing
Yes % Yes %
% o %
88 88 94 76
12 12 6 24
@) (34 G (2

EAP -- Employee Assistance Program

Source: Transit Agency Substareee Abuse Survey
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Table A-12
Use Of Enzyme-Multiplied Inmunoassay Technique (EMIT)
By System Size (Q. - 7)

Number Of Employees
Totall 1to &0 51 to1@0 101 tol50 151 to 200 201 to 499 500+
% % % % % % %
Use EMIT Routinelly 78 68 66 86 67 87 96
Use EMIT In Special Cases 2 3 3 0 6 0 2
EMIT Not Used At All 14 15 26 14 22 13 2
Don't Know 5 13 5 0 0 0
0o = (2186) (&) (36) (26) (18) (23) (48)

Source: Transit Agency Substereee Abuse Survey



Table A-13
Use Of Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry Technique (GC/MS)
By System Size (Q. - 7)

Number Of Employess
Totall 1 to 50 51 to 100 108 to 150 151 to 200 20H to 499 500+
% % % % % % %
Use GC/MS Routinely 47 38 46 43 39 52 60
Use GC/MS In Special
Cases 40 37 35 46 56 44 38
Do Not Use GC/MS
At Al 8 12 14 11 0 4 2
Don't Know 5 13 5 0 6 0 0
(N) = (214) (69) (37) (28) (18 @ 49

Source: Transit Agency Substamze Abuse Survey



Table A-14
Use Of Thin-Layer Chromatography Technique (TLC)
By System Size (Q. - 7)

Number Of Employees
Totall 1 to 50 51 to 100 108 to 150 151 to 200 201 to 499 500+
% % % % % % %
Use TLC Routinelly 7 10 10 4 0 0 10
Use TLC In Speciall
Cases 7 5 10 14 6 0 8
Do Not Use TLC
At All 79 70 74 82 89 100 79
Don't Know 6 15 5 0 6 0 2
N = (218) (66) (38) (28) (18) (23) (48)

Sowms: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey
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Table A-16
Use Of Licensed Physician As Medical Review Officer (MRO)
To Review Drug-Relatedi Laboratory Results
By System Size (Q. - 10)

Number Of Employees
Totall 1to 50 51 t0 100 103 to 150 151 to 200 201 to 499 500+
% % % % % % %
Use A MRO 91 95 93 93 89 96 81
Do Not Use MRO 7 7 11 4 19
(N) = (228) (64) (43) (30) (18) @) @)

Source: Transit Agemoy Substamee Abuse Sutvey



Table A-17
Types Of Drug Testing Categories
By System Size And Substance Abuse Related Accident Experience (Q. - 9)

Number Of Employees Had
1 51 101 151 200 Substance
to ntgg t& to to Abuse
Drug Testiing Categoriies Total B9 oo  jéo 2(60 499 500+ Acciden
% % % % ‘Zﬁ %6 % %
Preemployment 96 91 96 100 95 100 98 100
Postaccident 73 63 71 73 74 88 80 89
Reasonatiie Cause 90 81 89 87 100 92 100 100
Return-To-Duty 64 63 59 57 68 54 78 93
Periodic Testing 52 50 56 33 63 50 60 61
Random Testing 18 21 18 3 10 8 30 18
(W= (239) () @5 @O (19 @) “9 @n
Source: Transit Agency Substtatsee Abuse Survey
Note: This table summarizes data from a number of separate questions. Each cell shows the percentage of tramsiit systems in a particular category that

perform a particular type of test (e.g,, 91% of transit systems witth 1 to 50 employees conduct preemployment tests)



Table A-17
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Number Of Employees Had
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to ntgg t& to to Abuse
Drug Testiing Categoriies Total B9 oo  jéo 2%0 499 500+  Accident
% % % % ‘m %6 % %
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Postaccident 73 63 71 73 74 88 80 89
Reasonatiie Cause 90 al 89 87 100 92 100 100
Return-To-Duty 64 63 59 57 68 o4 78 93
Periodic Testing 52 50 56 33 63 50 60 61
Random Testing la 21 la 3 10 a 30 la
(W = (239) 1) @ @ (19 (@ © (&7)
Source: Transit Agency Substtatsee Abuse Survey
Note: This table summarizes data from a number of separate questions. Each cell shows the percentage of tramsiit systems in a particular category that

perform a particular type of test (e.g,, 91% of transit systems witth 1 to 50 employees conduct preemployment tests)



Table A-19
Number Of Drug Tests Submitied, Positive Results And Percent Verified
Across All Testing Categories For All Systems (Q. - 12 & 34)

Number Of Embloyees Had
1 51 101 151 201 Substance
to to to to to Abuse
Totall 50 [ ] X & 500+ _Accident
# # # # # # # #
Samples
Submitted 96,0711 1,302 1,296 1,380 1,174 2960 87,962 75,869
Lab-Confirmed
Positive 3,791 35 41 41 38 62 3,574 3,255
MRO
Verified 3,584 25 30 41 28 37 3,423 3,085
Verified/
Submitted 3.7% 1.9% 23% 3.0% 2.3% 1.3% 3.9% 4.1%

MRO - Medical Review Officer

Soumze: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

*Note: The difference between totals in Tables A-19 andl A-20 is accountteld for by preemployment tests and tests of nonsensitive safety employees in some
systems.



Table A-20
Number Of Drug Tests Submittedi, Positive Results And Percent Verified
Across All Sensitive Safety Job Categories For All Systems (Q. - 11 & 34)

Number Of Employees Had
1 51 101 151 201 Substance
to to to to to Abuse
Total* 50 [a)] (& ] 200 &9 500+ Accidemntt
# # # # # # # #

Samples
Submittied 46,438 1,058 1,216 1,206 1,071 3,250 38,637 31,326
Lab-Canifimmast
Positive 2,130 24 39 34 33 66 1,934 1,755
MRO
Verifiiedi 2,005 20 29 34 23 41 1,858 1,684
Verified/
Submitted 4.3% 1.9% 23% 2.8% 2.1% 1.3% 4.8% 5.4%

MRO - Medicall Review Officer

Source: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

*Note: The difference between totalls in Tables A-19 and A-20 is accountied for by preemployment tests and tests of nonsensitiive safety employees in some

systems.
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*Note: The difference between totalls in Tables A-19 and A-20 is accountied for by preemployment tests and tests of nonsensitiive safety employees in some

systems.



Table A-22
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedl And Showiimg Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 1 To 50 Employees (Q. - 11)

Lab

Em Job Titles Sslimmm C%rgisri‘tri‘\?g & S\llj?)ﬁr::i?t(gd
Vehidie Operators 13.5 0.2 0.1 0.74%
Vehicle Maintainers 4.0

Signall Maintainers 2.0

Power Distributitom Maintainenrs -

Other Equipment Maintainens 20 0.5 0.5 2.50%
Inspectors 4.0

Towermen/Switchmen -

Police/Security 3.5

Dispatchers/Controllers 16

First-Lime Supervisors 1.7

Other Job Categories 27.7 4.2 1.6 5.71%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 70

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substanee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means :re based on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base number of
respondents.
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Table A-24
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedi And Showing Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 101 To 150 Employees (Q. - 11)

Samples Confli_rarlr?ed MRO Verified/
Employee Job Titles Submittiedi Positive Verified! Submitted
Vehicie Operators 36.8 1.1 1.1 2.98%
Vehicle Maintainens 6.6 0.2 0.2 3.03%
Signall Maintainers
Power Distributiom Maintainens
Other Equipment Maintainens
Inspectors
TowermenSwitthmmen
Police/Security 15
Dispatchers/Controllers 1.8 0.2 0.2 11.10%
First-Lime Supervisas 33
Other Job Categariizs 3.7

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 30

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Sowrm: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means (;clre based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base number of
respondents.
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Table A-26
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Job Title, For Bystems With 201 To 499 Employees (Q. - 11)

Samples ConﬁLna}mEaﬂi MRO Verified/
Employse Job Titles Submittied Positive Verified Submitted
Vehidie Operatons 123.9 25 14 1.13%
Vehicle Maintainens 211 0.5 0.5 2.37%
Signall Maintainens - - -
Power Distributiom Maintainers - - -
Other Equipment Maintainers 6.3 - -
Inspectors - - -
Towermen/Switchmen - - -
Police/Semuritty 10.0 - -
Dispatchers/Controllers 2.2 - -
First-Lime Supervisms 51 - -
Other Job Categornies 144 0.3 0.3 2.08%

Number Of Drug Testingy Systems = 26

MRQ - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Meams are based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamge in the base number of
respmldimlrts.
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Figure A-28
RESULTS BY JOB TITLE. FOR ALL SYSTEMS (Q. - 11)
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Table A-30
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedi And Showiing) Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For All Systems ( Q. - 12)

Lab

_ . Samples Confiinmmexti MRO Verified/
Drug Testing Cateqgories Submittedi Positive Verifiedi Submittiedi
Preemployment Tests 167.4 a.7 8.0 4.78%
Postaccident Tests 80.7 3.5 3.3 4.08%
Reasonatiie Cause Tests 109.3 81 7.6 6.95%
Return-To-Duty Tests 1784 10.6 9.4 5.28%
Periodic Tests 404.7 55 51 1.26%
Complietielly Random Tests 289.0 75 7.0 2.42%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 238

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substamiee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Meams are based on individual respomtiznss to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base number of
respontbends,
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Table A-32
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedi And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 51 To 100 Employees (Q. - 12)

Lab

. Samplies Caniitined MRO Verified/
Drug Testing Categanies Submitted! Positive Verifiedi Submittiedi
Preemployment Tests 154 0.8 05 3.31%
Postaccident Tests 5.6 04 04 1.78%
Reasonable Cause Tests 2.6 0.4 04 15.40%
Return-To-Duty Tests 45 0.1 04 2.22%
Periodic Tests 37.0 0.3 0.3 0.81%
Completely Randam Tests 16.0 0.3 0.3 1.87%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 45

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Sourme: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamgge in the base number of
respondents.
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Table A-34
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedl And Showimgy Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees (Q. - 12)

Lab

Samples Confiinmeati MRO Verified/
Drum Testimg Categories Submitted Positive Verifiedi Submittiedi
Preemployment Tests 36.5 14 1.0 2.74%
Postaccident Tests 6.9 0.3 0.3 4.35%
Reasondfie Cause Tests 1.9 0.6 0.6 31.60%
Return-To-Duty Tests 6.4 04 0.1 1.56%
Periodic Tests 41.0 0.3 0.1 0.24%
Completely Random Tests 51.0 0.5 0.5 0.98%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 19

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substanes Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamge in the base number of
respondents.



Table A-34
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submittedl And Showimgy Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees (Q. - 12)

Lab

Samples Confiinmeati MRO Verified/
Drum Testimg Categories Submitted Positive Verifiedi Submittiedi
Preemployment Tests 36.5 1.4 1.0 2.74%
Postaccident Tests 6.9 0.3 0.3 4.35%
Reasondfie Cause Tests 1.9 0.6 0.6 31.60%
Return-To-Duty Tests 6.4 0.4 0.1 1.56%
Periodic Tests 41.0 0.3 0.1 0.24%
Completely Random Tests 51.0 0.5 0.5 0.98%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 19

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substanes Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamge in the base number of
respondents.



Table A-36
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 5004+ Employees (Q. - 12)

Lab

. Samples Confirmed MRO Verified/
Druq Testing Cateaonizs Submittiedi Positive Verifiedi Submitted
Preemployment Tests 7495 42.3 36.9 4.92%
Postacoidinit Tests 215.6 9.7 8.6 3.98%
Reasonaltile Cause Tests 237.8 175 15.6 6.56%
Return-To-Duty Tests 368.0 22.0 19.0 5.16%
Periodic Tests 1295.0 17.5 15.5 1.19%
Complietielly Random Tests 526.3 15.4 13.4 2.54%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 48

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Meams are based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numiper of
respariemds,



Table A-36
Mean Number Of Drug Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 5004+ Employees (Q. - 12)

Lab

. Samples Confirmed MRO Verified/
Druq Testing Cateaonizs Submittiedi Positive Verifiedi Submitted
Preemployment Tests 7495 42.3 36.9 4.92%
Postacoidinit Tests 215.6 9.7 8.6 3.98%
Reasonaltile Cause Tests 237.8 175 15.6 6.56%
Return-To-Duty Tests 368.0 22.0 19.0 5.16%
Periodic Tests 1295.0 17.5 15.5 1.19%
Complietielly Random Tests 526.3 15.4 13.4 2.54%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 48

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Meams are based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numiper of
respariemds,



Table A-38
Use Of Urinalysis For Alcohol Testing
By System Size (Q. - 17 & 18)

Number Of Employees

Use of Urinalvsis Totall 1to50 51to100 101 to 150 150 to 200 20f to 499 500+

% % % % % %
Routinelly 50 51 59 32 4l 54 45
In Special Cases 6 10 9 4 7 4 2
Do Not Use At All 44 38 31 64 2 41 53
o M- o ® @ e M @ @
Confirm Initiall Positives
Always 20 86 80 100 88 100 95
Never 5 10 5 12 5
Sometimes 3 15
Do Not Know 1 5
oy M ) @ @ © O B @

Source: Transit Agency Substamwse Abuse Survey



Table A-38
Use Of Urinalysis For Alcohol Testing
By System Size (Q. - 17 & 18)

Number Of Employees

Use of Urinalvsis Totall 1to50 51to100 101 to 150 150 to 200 20f to 499 500+

% % % % % %
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o M- o ® @ e M @ @
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Always 20 86 80 100 88 100 95
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Do Not Know 1 5
oy M ) @ @ © O B @

Source: Transit Agency Substamwse Abuse Survey



Table A-40
Use Of Blood Analysis For Alcohol Testing
By System Bize (Q. - 17 & 20)

Number Of Emplovees
Use of Blood Analysis Totall 1to50 51 to 100 104 to 150 151 to 200 204 to 499 500+
% % % % % %

Routinelly 39 31 31 44 21 41 53
In Special Cases 37 38 38 36 57 41 27
Do Not Use At All 24 31 31 20 21 18 19

(N = (177 (39) (32) (29) (14) @) (4
(Q17)
Confiinm_Initial Positives
Always 74 61 65 79 88 76 80
Never 19 22 30 16 12 18 14
Sometimes 7 17 5 5 6 6
Do Not Know

N = (120) @) (@) (19 ®) an @9
(Q.20)

Souwrme: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey



Table A-40
Use Of Blood Analysis For Alcohol Testing
By System Bize (Q. - 17 & 20)

Number Of Emplovees
Use of Blood Analysis Totall 1to50 51 to 100 104 to 150 151 to 200 204 to 499 500+
% % % % % %

Routinelly 39 31 31 44 21 41 53
In Special Cases 37 38 38 36 57 41 27
Do Not Use At All 24 31 31 20 21 18 19

(N = (177 (39) (32) (29) (14) @) (4
(Q17)
Confiinm_Initial Positives
Always 74 61 65 79 88 76 80
Never 19 22 30 16 12 18 14
Sometimes 7 17 5 5 6 6
Do Not Know

N = (120) @) (@) (19 ®) an @9
(Q.20)

Souwrme: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey



Types Of Alcohol Test Categories
By System Size And Substance Abuse Related Accident Experience (Q. - 21)

Table A-42

Testimy Categories

Preemployment
Postaccident
Reasonaliike Cause
Return-To-Duty
Periodic Testing

Random Testing

W)

Totall
%
61
74
96
54

36

10

(179)

Number Of Emplovees
1 51 104 151 201
to to to to to
50 100 G0 200 20 500+
% % %% % %% %
46 75 56 100 50 60
72 69 84 71 73 79
95 97 88 100 100 98
59 62 44 64 46 51
36 47 16 50 23 42
10 12 - 14 11
@) 6B @ @ @@ @

Subdtsde
Abuse
Accidienit
%
56
88
100

72

40

(25)

Soume: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey
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Table A-44
Reasonable Cause Alcohol Testing Triggers
By System Size (Q. - 211?:?

Number of Reasomaiiikz

Cause Tests Triggeret Number Of Emplovees

By Major or Minor Accidents Totall 1to 50 53 to 100 101 to 150 154 to 200 204 to 499 500+

% % % % % %

Most 34 41 44 20 25 48 25

Many, But Not Most 26 28 12 50 25 10 30

Very Few 40 28 44 30 50 43 46
N = (154 @ @5 (26) (18) B1) (@A

Source: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey
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Table A-46
Number Of Alcohol Tests Submittedi, Positive Results And Percent Verified
Across All Job Categories For All Systems (Q. 23)

Number Of Employees Had
1 51 101 151 201 Substance
to to to to to Abuse
Totall 5_2 100 150 200 499 500+ Accident
# # # # # # #

Samples
Submittedi 17,603 216 675 313 475 2,168 13,756 9,439
Lab Confirmed
Positive 384 3 9 5 9 31 327 286
MRO
Verified 328 2 6 5 8 12 295 273
Verified/
Submittedi 1.9% 0.9% 09% 1.6% 17% 0.6% 2.1% 2.9%

MRO Medical Review Officer
Sourpe: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

*Note: The difference between totals in Tables A-45 and A-46 is accoumted for by preemployment tests andl tests of non-sensiiive safety employees in some
systems.



Table A-46
Number Of Alcohol Tests Submittedi, Positive Results And Percent Verified
Across All Job Categories For All Systems (Q. 23)

Number Of Employees Had
1 51 101 151 201 Substance
to to to to to Abuse
Totall 5_2 100 150 200 499 500+ Accident
# # # # # # #

Samples
Submittedi 17,603 216 675 313 475 2,168 13,756 9,439
Lab Confirmed
Positive 384 3 9 5 9 31 327 286
MRO
Verified 328 2 6 5 8 12 295 273
Verified/
Submittedi 1.9% 0.9% 09% 1.6% 17% 0.6% 2.1% 2.9%

MRO Medical Review Officer
Sourpe: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

*Note: The difference between totals in Tables A-45 and A-46 is accoumted for by preemployment tests andl tests of non-sensiiive safety employees in some
systems.



Table A-48
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submittedi And Showing Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 1 To 50 Employees (Q. - 23)

Samples ConﬁLln?ntu)E{di MRO Verified/
Emplovee Job Titles Submittiedi Positive Verifiedi Submittied)
Vehicie Operators 131 04 01 0.76%
Vehicle Maintaimens 5.0
Signall Maintainens
Power Distributiom Maintainens
Other Equipment Maintainens
Inspectors
TowermenSwittimem
Police/Senurity
Dispatchers/Controllers 3.0
First-line Supervisans 1.5
Other Job Categanizs 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 39

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agemgy Substance Abuse Survey

NOTEE: Means dare based on individuaill respondents to eacth line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numiber of
respondents.



Table A-49
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 51 To 100 Employees (Q. - 23)

Samples Conﬁl;l?nblmdi MRO Verified/
Employee Job Titles Submittedi Positive Verified Submitted
Vehicle Operators 23.7 0.3 0.2 0.84%
Vehidie Maintaimens 6.2 0.1 0.1 1.61%
Signall Maintaimens - - - -
Power Distributibn Maintainers - - - -
Other Equipment Maintainers 43 0.3 0.3 6.98%
inspectors - - - -
Towermen/Switchmen - - - -

Police/Security - - - -

Dispatchers/Controllers 2.8 - - -
First-line Supervisors 2.8 - - .
Other Job Categuariees 5.0 - - -

Number Of Drug Testimg Systems = 32

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based! on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numbar of
respondents.



Table A-49
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 51 To 100 Employees (Q. - 23)

Samples Conﬁl;l?nblmdi MRO Verified/
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Towermen/Switchmen - - - -

Police/Security - - - -

Dispatchers/Controllers 2.8 - - -
First-line Supervisors 2.8 - - .
Other Job Categuariees 5.0 - - -

Number Of Drug Testimg Systems = 32

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based! on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numbar of
respondents.



Table A-51
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showiimgy Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees (Q. - 23)

Lab
Samples Confirmed MRO Verified/
Employee Job Titles Submittexi Positive Verified Submittiedi
Vehidie Operatans 36.0 0.5 0.4 1.11%
Vehidie Maintainens 7.3 0.5 0.5 6.85%

Signall Maintainens - - - -

Power Distributiom Maintainers - - - -

Other Equipment Maintaiinens 10.0 - -
Inspectons - - - -
TowermenSwitthmen - - -
Police/Sexuntty - . -
Dispatchers/Controllers 3.0 - -
First-line Supervisors 1.7 - -
Other Job Categories 8.3 -

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 14

MRC - Medical Review Officer
Soumce:  Transit Agemny Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based om individual respomdienss to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightlly differ due to a chamge in the base numiber of
respamdiantss.
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Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showiimgy Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees (Q. - 23)
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MRC - Medical Review Officer
Soumce:  Transit Agemny Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based om individual respomdienss to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightlly differ due to a chamge in the base numiber of
respamdiantss.



Table A-53
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showimg Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 500+ Employees (Q. - 23)

Samples Corlﬁiar%ed MRO Verified/
Employee Job Titles Submitted Positive Verified Submittedi
Vehicle Operators 346.3 8.5 6.6 1.91%
Vehicle Maintainers 75.3 13 0.8 1.10%
Signall Maintainers 12.7 0.8 0.4 3.15%
Power Distributimn Maintainers 30.5 0.4 0.3 0.98%
Other Equipment Maintainens 37.6 1.3 0.9 2.39%
Inspectors 21.6 0.5 0.4 1.85%
Towermen/Switchmen 9.7
Police/Security 72.3 0.8 04 0.55%
Dispatchers/Controllers 10.7 0.5 0.4 3.74%
First-line Supervisors 46.8 0.2 0.2 0.43%
Other Job Categaries 79.9 31 24 3.00%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 45

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Soumwaz:  Transit Agency Substazmeee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line categrowy, therefore the total meam will slightlly differ due to a change in the base numbear of
respondents.
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Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showimg Positive Results
By Job Title, For Systems With 500+ Employees (Q. - 23)

Samples Corlﬁiar%ed MRO Verified/
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Other Equipment Maintainens 37.6 1.3 0.9 2.39%
Inspectors 21.6 0.5 0.4 1.85%
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Police/Security 72.3 0.8 04 0.55%
Dispatchers/Controllers 10.7 0.5 0.4 3.74%
First-line Supervisors 46.8 0.2 0.2 0.43%
Other Job Categaries 79.9 31 24 3.00%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 45

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Soumwaz:  Transit Agency Substazmeee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line categrowy, therefore the total meam will slightlly differ due to a change in the base numbear of
respondents.



Table A-55
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For All Systems (Q. - 24)

Lab
Samples Confirmexti MRO Verified/
Alcohall Testingy Categories Submittiedi Positive Verifiedi Submitiei
Preemployment Tests 122.9 3.6 1.5 1.22%
Postaccident Tests 91.3 2.8 1.7 1.86%
Reasondtile Cause Tests 21.0 34 2.8 13.33%
Return-To-Duty Tests 113.9 3.0 1.5 1.32%
Periodic Tests 375 .0 2.3 0.8 0.21%
Complietielly Random Tests 364 .0 0.9 0.5 0.14%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 177

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Soum: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means (;are based! on individuall respondents to eacth line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base number of
respondents.



Table A-55
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For All Systems (Q. - 24)

Lab
Samples Confirmexti MRO Verified/
Alcohall Testingy Categories Submittiedi Positive Verifiedi Submitiei
Preemployment Tests 122.9 3.6 1.5 1.22%
Postaccident Tests 91.3 2.8 1.7 1.86%
Reasondtile Cause Tests 21.0 34 2.8 13.33%
Return-To-Duty Tests 113.9 3.0 1.5 1.32%
Periodic Tests 375 .0 2.3 0.8 0.21%
Complietielly Random Tests 364 .0 0.9 0.5 0.14%

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 177

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Soum: Transit Agency Substamee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means (;are based! on individuall respondents to eacth line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base number of
respondents.



Table A-57
Meam Number Of Alcohol Tests Submittedl And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 51 To 100 Employees (Q. - 24)

Lab

Samples Confiinmesti MRO Verified/
Alcohall Testing Categaniies Submitted! Positive Verified Submitted
Preemployment Tests 13.7 0.3 0.2 1.46%
Postacaidiznit Tests 6.6 0.3 0.3 4.54%
Reasonailke Cause Tests 2.8
Return-To-Duty Tests 41
Periodic Tests 42 .0 04 0.4 0.24%
Complietielly Random Tests 40

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 32

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Soumce=:  Transit Agency Substawee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Meams are based on individual respondents to each line categmy, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamge in the base number of
respamdisss.



Table A-58
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showiing Positive Results
By Reason For Testimg, For Systems With 101 To 150 Employees (Q. - 24)

Lab

. Samples Confirmed MRO Verified/
Alcohol Testing Categarizs Submittedi Positive Verified Submitiesei
Preemployment Tests 36.0 0.6 0.6 1.66%
Postaccident Tests 2.7 - -
Reasonztite Cause Tests 1.5 0.5 05 33.30%
Return-To-Duty Tests 5.5 0.5 0.5 9.09%
Periodic Tests 35.0 - -

Completely Random Tests - -

Number Of Drug Testimg Systems = 25

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTEE:  Means are based on individuall respondents to eaci line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamgge in the base numiber of
resparmtimts.



Table A-59
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submittedi And Showimg Positive Results
By Reason For Testimg, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees (Q. - 24)

Lab

Samples Confinmmeati MRO Verified/
Alcohol Testimgy CategaornizEs Submitted Positive Verified Submittiedi
Preemployment Tests 37.3 0.6 0.6 1.61%
Postaccident Tests 2.3 - -
Reasonable Cause Tests 2.0 0.3 0.2 10.0%
Return-To-Duty Tests 5.5 - -
Periodiic Tests 240 - -
Completely Random Tests . - - -

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 14

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Source: Transit Agency Substareee Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individual respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a change in the base numiber of
respm(ﬂnMS.



Table A-60
Mean Number Of Alcohol Tests Submitted And Showing Positive Results
By Reason For Testing, For Systems With 201 To 499 Employees (Q. - 24)

Lab

. Samples Confirmed MRO Verified/
Alcohall Testing Categories Submittiedi Positive Verified! Submitiei
Preemployment Tests 96.8 12
Postaccifanit Tests 6.8 0.1 0.1 1.47%
Reasonaltite Cause Tests 2.6 0.4 0.4 15.40%
Return-To-Duty Tests 15.7 - -
Periodic Tests 65.0 2.7 2.7 4.15%
Completielly Random Tests 370 .0 4.0

Number Of Drug Testing Systems = 22

MRO - Medical Review Officer
Sowem: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamgge in the base numibar of
respomdisss.
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MRO - Medical Review Officer
Sowem: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey

NOTE: Means are based on individuall respondents to each line category, therefore the total meam will slightly differ due to a chamgge in the base numibar of
respomdisss.



Table A-62
Mean Number Of Laboratory Confinmedi Positive Drug And/Or Alcohol Tests
By Job Title And Substance, For All Systems, During Calendar Year 1990 (Q. - 27)

(Summairy)
Drugs
Amphet- Barbit- Benzo- Other Multiple and

Employee Job Titles Alcohall Marijuana Opiaties _amines Cocaime urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcohall
Vehicle Operators 0.5 12 0.5 04 2.3 0.5 0.3 04 0.4 0.2 0.1
Vehicle Maintaimens 0.2 04 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Other Maintaiinens 3.0 7.2 6.6 13 15.6 38 2.9 0.3 3.8 0.4 0.4
Support/Supervisory 1.0 2.2 1.6 0.3 4.1 0.9 0.8 0.4 15 0.2 0.2

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcolhall Testing = 415

Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey
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Mean Number Of Laboratory Confinmedi Positive Drug And/Or Alcohol Tests
By Job Title And Substance, For All Systems, During Calendar Year 1990 (Q. - 27)

(Summairy)
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Amphet- Barbit- Benzo- Other Multiple and

Employee Job Titles Alcohall Marijuana Opiaties _amines Cocaime urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcohall
Vehicle Operators 0.5 12 0.5 04 2.3 0.5 0.3 04 0.4 0.2 0.1
Vehicle Maintaimens 0.2 04 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Other Maintaiinens 3.0 7.2 6.6 13 15.6 38 2.9 0.3 3.8 0.4 0.4
Support/Supervisory 1.0 2.2 1.6 0.3 4.1 0.9 0.8 0.4 15 0.2 0.2

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcolhall Testing = 415
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Table A-64
Mean Number Of Laboratory Confinmed Positive Drug And/or Alcohol Tests
By Job Title And Substance, For Systems With 51 To 100 Employees, During Calendar Year 1990 (Q. - 27)

Drugs
Amphet- Barbit- Benzo- Other Multiple and
Alcohal Mariiuana Opiates amines Cocainge urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcohall
Vehicle Operators 0.4 04 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vehicle Maintaimens 0.0 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Maintainers 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Support/Supervisory 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcohall Testingy = 77

Source: Transit Agency Substzmee Abuse Survey
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Mean Number Of Laboratory Confinmed Positive Drug And/or Alcohol Tests
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Alcohal Mariiuana Opiates amines Cocainge urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcohall
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Vehicle Maintaimens 0.0 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Maintainers 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Support/Supervisory 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcohall Testingy = 77

Source: Transit Agency Substzmee Abuse Survey



Table A-66
Mean Number Of Laboratory Confinmedi Positive Drug And/or Alcohol Tests
By Job Title And Substance, For Systems With 151 To 200 Employees, During Calendar Year 1990 (Q. - 27)

Drugs
Amphet- Barbit- Benzo- Other Multiple and
Alcohal Mariiuamea Opiates _amines Cocaine urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcohall
Vehidle Operators 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1
Vehidie Maintaimens 0.2 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Maintaiinens 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Support/Supervisory 0.7 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcohall Testimg = 33

Source: Transit Agemgy Substance Abuse Survey



Table A-67
Mean Number Of Labor Confinmedi Positive Drug And/or Alcohol Tests
By Job Title And Substance, For Systems With 201 To 499 Employees, During Calendar Year 1990 (Q. - 27)

Drugs
Amphet- Barbit- Benzo- Other Multiple and

Alcoali Marijuana Opiates amines Cocaine urates diazepines PCP Drugs Drugs Alcoinali
Vehidie Operators 04 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.6 04 0.0 0.0 0.0 01 0.4
Vehidie Maintainers 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Maintainers 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 04 0.2
Support/Supervisory 0.1 0.8 0.0 04 0.7 0.4 04 0.0 0.0 04 04

Number Of Systems Drug And/Or Alcolhall Testimg = 48

Source: Transit Agency Substance Abuse Survey
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Appendix B

Transit Employee Survey Ouestionnaire and Results




SECTION 1

Please write your answers only on the answer sheet. Make sure that you are using the right row for the

question, and blacken the box with the code number for the answer you want to give.

First, something about you and your work experiences...

1. Pleasefill inthecircle of the number that best describes your job title or responsibilities:

Vehicle Operator , , , 1

Vehicle Maintainer. , , 2

Signal Maintainer. . . 3

Power Distribution Maintainer. . . 4
Other Equipment Maintainer , , .5
Inspector. . , 6
Tower-man/Switchman , , . 7

Police or Security Officer. ., 8
Dispatcher/Controller. . . 9

First Line Supervisor. . .10

2. Haveyou ever been tested for drug or alcohol use by any employer other than your current employer?

Yes, once, .. 1
Yes, morethanonce. .. 2
No, never...3

3. When you applied for thisjob, did this transit system require you to adrug or acohol test as part of the
application process?

Yes. .. 1
No.. . 2
Don'trecal ...3

4. Sinceyou were hired for thisjob, have you yourself been tested for drug or alcohol use by thistransit
system?

Yes, once. .. 1
Y es, more than once. . . 2
No, never...3
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8. When this happens, which of the following drugs are most likely to be involved? (please indicate as
many numbers as apply; if you have not seen or heard about drug use at your transit system, please
indicate “11” on the answer sheet)

Cocaineor crack , , , 1
Heroin . . .2

Sedatives - barbiturates, sleeping
pills, Seconal (“downers’)...3

Tranquilizers - antianxiety drugs like
Librium, Valium, Ativan,
Meprobamate, Xanax . . .4

Stimulants - amphetamines, Preludin (“uppers,”

“gpeed,” “crank,” “ice”) ... 5

Analgesics - pain killers like Darvon, Demeral,
Percodan, Tylenol with codeine. .. 6

Marijuana, hashish, grass...7

Inhalants - glue, amyl nitrite, “poppers,”
aerosol sprays, etc. ... 8

Hallucinogens - LSD, PCP, peyote, DMT, mescalin
XTC (“ecstasy”) etc. ... 9

Other opiates- morphine, codeine. . .10

Have not seen or heard of drug use on thisjob ..., 11

9. If someonein asafety-sensitive position (like a driver or inspector) seemed to you to be unfit for duty
because of drugs or acohol, what would you be most likely to do, either alone or with some co-
workers? (Please select the one thing that you would most probably do)

Report that person to a supervisor ... 1

Report that person to a shop steward or
other union officia . . .

Try to get that person to not work that shift . . .
Keep an eye on that person if | could . . .
Do nothing about it. . .
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4. Onthose days that you drank during the past 30 days, about how many drinks did you usualy havein
aday? éBy adrink we mean a can or bottle of beer, aglass of wine, a shot glass of hard liquor, or a

mixed drink, like aglass of gin and tonic)
lor2dhiinks... . 1
BtodSdrimiks.. .2
6to8drinkss.. . 3
9or|Wdlinks. . . 4
Morethan 10 drinks.. .5
Did not drink alcohol in last 30 days.. . 6

Now, drugs; these would include prescription-type drugs such as pain killers, stimulants (“uppers’) and
sedatives (“downers’), as well as other street drugs like marijuana, cocaine, heroin, “angel dust,” etc. It also
includes products that can be inhaled to get a high, like certain glues or sprays.

SECTION 3

1. Which of these best describes your drug usage? (Use the ONE code that best describes you)

Only use when I’ m off duty and not going to be
on duty for at least 5 hours.. . . 1

Only use when I'm off duty, but sometimes
within 5 hours of goingonduty . . . 2

Sometimes use when I'm on ameal or other break
on the job, but never to the point of affecting
my performance. .. 3

Sometimes use when I’ m actually on duty, but never
to the point of affecting my performance. . . 4

Sometimes use when I’'m on duty, and sometimes
Iget highfromit. , . 5

Never used drugs for non-medical reasons. . . 6

Used drugs, but either do not use them at al now,
or do not use them as often as once a month now . . . 7
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5. Which if any of the following drugs have you used in the last 30 days? Please give an answer for
every line, whether you have used that drug or not; use ONE CODE for each item.

CODES: |=Daily, 2=Weekly or Monthly, 3=Nonein last 30 days

Dally  Weddy  None

a CoCcaiNeorCrack.. . . ..y s v ey s ey r ey e Jo.. .. 2....,..3
h. el OLMN. . Lo cve e ecie e, AL, 220 0.0, 33
c. Sedatives- barbiturates, sleeping pills,

Seconal (“downers’) , ........,, .,y ..., 2....... 3
d. Tranquilizers - antianxiety drugs like Librium,

Vaium, Ativan, Meprobamate, Xanax ., ..., ., .. 1,... 2.0, 3
e. Stimulants- amphetamines, Preludin (“ uppers,”

“speed,” “crank,” “ice”) . ... ... o, l..,,. 2..,,.,. 3
f. Analgesics- pain killers like Darvon, Demeral,

Percodan, Tylenol with codeine.,,..,.,,..... 1 O 2.....,. 3
g Marijuana, hashish, grass. . . ....,..,....,. .. ...,. 2. ., ... 3
h. Inhalants- glue, amyl nitrite, “ poppers,”

BErOSOl SPrays, €LC. . .y, y vy sy iy ooy ey e ..., 2...,,., 3
I. Hallucinogens- LSD, PCP, peyote, DMT, mescalin

XTC (“ecstasy”) €fC. . . oo o v iy ey et 1..... 2 3
j: Other opiates - morphine, codeine. .. ........,. 1.,... 2,....,. 3
k. Haven't used drugsinthelast 30 daysorlonger,,.....,.....,..... 3

SECTION 4

Now, just two final questions about this study...
1. How did you feel about filling out this questionnaire; would you say that you:
liked fillingitout. .,

Didn’t care one way or the other about filling it out , . ,
didimot likefillingit out. .
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3) When you applied for this job, did this transit system require you to a drug or
alcohol test as part of the application process?

FREOUENCY PERCENT

Yes 39,499 32.59%

No 67,718 55.87%

Don’t recall 13,996 11.55%

Total 121,213 100.00%
Excluding Don’t Recall:

Yes 39,499 36.84%

No 67,718 63.16%

m'.':B:: e e e = ===

Total 107,217 100.00%

4.0 Since you were hired for this job, have you yourself been tested for drug or
alcohol use by this transit system?

FREQUENCY PERCENT

Yes, once 22,116 18.37%
Yes, more than once 26,071 21.65%
No, never 72,222 59.98%
EEANM=" - = ==~ =

Total 120,409 100.00%
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72 Over the past 12 months, how often have you seen or heard about co-workers
having difficulty doing a good job on this transit system because of their use of
drugs (for example, doing drugs while on duty or working while coming down from
a high); would you say:

FREQUENCY PERCENT

It happens quite frequently 9,011 7.54%
It happens sometimes 23,719 19.84%
It happens rarely 39,793 33.28%
It has never happened 47,049 39.35%

Z=Rmap= dmes-—-==
Total 119,572 100.00%

8.) When this happens, which of the following drugs are most likely to be
involved? (please indicate as many numbers as apply; if you have not seen or heard
about drug use at your transit system, please indicate "11" on the answer sheet)

FREQUENCY PERCENT

Have Seen Or Heard 60,383 52.05%
Have Not Seen Or Heard N 55625 ] 4795%
Total 116008  100.00%

Of Those Who Have Seen Or Heard, the
Following Drugs Were Involved:

PERCENT PERCENT
OF THOSE OF DRUGS

FREQUENCY  KNOWING NOTED
Cocaine or crack 37,422 61.97% 37.00%
Heroin 2,862 4.74% 2.83%
Sedatives - barbiturates, sleeping
pills, Seconal (“downers”) 3,964 6.56% 3.92%
Tranquilizers - antianxiety drugs like
Librium, Valium, Ativan,
Meprobamate, Xanax 5,257 8.71% 5.20%

Stimulants - amphetamines, Preludin
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SECTION 2

1) Which of these best describes your drinking habits? (Use the ONE code that
best describes you)

FREQUENCY PERCENT
Only drink when I’'m off duty and not
going to be on duty for at least 5 hours 38,493 32.16%
Only drink when I'm off duty, but
sometimes within 5 hours of going on duty 3,642 3.04%
Sometimes drink when I’m on a meal or
other break on the job, but never to
the point of affecting my performance 1,581 1.32%
Sometimes drink when I’'m actually on duty,
but never to the point of affecting my
performance 734 61%
Sometimes drink when I’'m on duty, and
sometimes | get drunk 972 81%
Never drank alcohol 31,942 26.69%
Drank alcohol, but either do not drink at
all now, or do not drink as often as once
a month now 42,325 35.36%

Total 119,689 100.00%
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SECTION 3

1) Which of these best describes your drug usage? (Use the ONE code that best
describes you)

FREQUENCY PERCENT

Only use when I'm off duty and not
going to be on duty for at least 5 hours 4,948 4.11%

Only use when I'm off duty, but sometimes
within 5 hours of going on duty 950 7%

Sometimes use when I’'m on a meal or other
break on the job, but never to the point of
affecting my performance 1,138 94%

Sometimes use when I'm actually on duty,
but never to the point of affecting my

performance 412 34%
Sometimes use when I’'m on duty, and

sometimes | get high from it 892 74%
Never used drugs for non-medical reasons 98,120 81.41%

Used drugs, but either do not use them
at all now, or do not use them as often
as once a month now 14,065 11.67%

Total 120,525 100.00%
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51 Which if any of the following drugs have you used in the last 30 days? Please
give an answer for every line, whether you have used that drug or not; use one code
for each item.

CODES: 1=Daily, 2=Weskily or Monthly, 3=Nlome in last 30 days

DAILY USAGE:

FREOUENCY *PERCENT

a. Cocaine or crack 1,339 1.16%
b. Heroin 583 51%
C. Sedatives - barbiturates, sleeping pills, 1,379 1.20%

Seconal (“downers”)
d. Tranquilizers - antianxiety drugs like

Librium, Valium, Ativam, Meprobamate,

Xanax 906 79%
e. Stimulants - amphetamines, Preludin

(“uppers,” “speed,” “crank,” “ice”) 652 57%
f. Analgesics - pain killers like Darvon,

Demerol, Percodan, Tylenol with codeine 1,718 1.49%
o) Marijuana, hashish, grass 1,178 1.02%
h. Inhalants - glue, amyl nitrite, “poppers,”

aerosol sprays, etc. 726 63%
I. Hallucinogens - LSD, PCP, peyote, DMT,

mescalin XTC (“ecstasy”) etc. 554 48%
je Other opiates - morphine, codeine 683 59%

K. Haven’t used drugs in the last 30 days
or longer

* PERCENTS CALCULATED BY DIVIDING FREQUENCIES BY TOTAL
RESPONDENTS TO THIS QUESTION (115,045)
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NONE - NO USAGE:

FREOUENCY *PERCENT

a. Cocaine or crack 99,088 97.25%
b. Heroin 98,441 98.08%
C. Sedatives - barbiturates, sleeping pills, 97,644 97.90%

Seconal (“downers”)
d. Tranquilizers - antianxiety drugs like

Librium, Valium, Ativam, Meprobamate,

Xanax 97,300 98.30%

Valium, Ativam, Meprobamate, Xanax
e. Stimulants - amphetamines, Preludin

(“uppers,” “speed,” “crank,” “ice”) 97,564 98.40%
f. Analgesics - pain killers like Darvon,

Demerol, Percodan, Tylenol with codeine 93,111 94.46%
& Marijuana, hashish, grass 97,010 97.46%
h. Inhalants - glue, amyl nitrite, “poppers,”

aerosol sprays, etc. 97,872 98.91%
I Hallucinogens - LSD, PCP, peyote, DMT,

mescalin XTC (“ecstasy”) etc. 98,128 98.89%
j- Other opiates - morphine, codeine 97,614 98.54%

K. Haven’t used drugs in the last 30 days
or longer 100,071 86.98%

* PERCENT FOR ANSWER (k.) CALCULATED BY DIVIDING FREQUENCY BY
TOTAL RESPONDENTS TO THIS QUESTION (115,045). PERCENTS FOR
ANSWERS (a. - j.) CALCULATED BY SUBTRACTING SUM OF DAILY AND
WEEKLY USAGE FROM 100%.
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABAS
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38,909.4 105,474.4 4,023 219.0 101.0 213.0 54.0 80.0 667.0 756.0
}}}%ﬁ;‘lmﬁ @18;5(3%2 7.310.7 592.0 64.0 108.0 43.0 30.0 837.0 957.0

SUBTOTAL 4,795,671.5| 17281435 883,958.6 34,745.7 4,801.7 18,722.4 4,606 11,948.8 66,860.2| 91,608.3




SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

MTA Baltimore

Houston
DR

Honolulu
MB

1o

13

57.8
93,745.1
13,983.6

369.8
309,679.1

127.0
76,9144
9,044.1

180.8

Milwanitcee

Seattle
MB
SC

B
VP

GCRTA
DR
MB
RR

14

15

16

55.031.2
168.3
19,158.1
1.251..0

296.9
58,9015.4
7,860.1
6

34R5800¢
2031
36,609:
32,834.d

1,218.~

179 @ES5(C
58 a1

29,0

23,349.0
30.7
2,744.8
2,901 .7

883.3
19,769.1
1,951.77

13755
3.2
235.5
0.0

122.4 181.0
0.3 2.6
21.0 19.9

0.0 0.0

98.6
0.7
10.6
0.0

115.1
1.9
24.1
0.£

40.0
876.9
57.4

17.8 12.5
70.4 245.0
33.9 46.1

4.7
115.8
34.6

1.7
69.5
78.2

9.9
2,169.0

1,892

76
1,377
250

R (000's) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) @oes) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE YEHICLE M|A I N T . NON-VEHICLE AFETYSSENS WTOTAL FIE'S

SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT NLAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE

STRATUM 2

MARTA 9

MB 79,502.0 27137111 25323

RR 359,269.8

34.6
1,977

2,4800)
10.9
393.3

29 4

87.9
1,8062
347.6
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369.8
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1.251..0

296.9
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78.2

9.9
2,169.0
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76
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250

R (000's) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) @oes) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE YEHICLE M|A I N T . NON-VEHICLE AFETYSSENS WTOTAL FIE'S

SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT NLAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE

STRATUM 2

MARTA 9

MB 79,502.0 27137111 25323

RR 359,269.8

34.6
1,977

2,4800)
10.9
393.3

29 4

87.9
1,8062
347.6




SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

R ) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) (099 BY MODE TOTAL
N| RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAIENT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFEFYSSENS. SUBTOTAL | FIE’S
SYSTEM K| BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
DART 27
168433 41 259.0,| 121 1,724.3

San Antonio
DR

Orange Co
MB

Santa Clara
MB
S

28

29

30

385342
6.1

36,4425

18218
152 321.3,

16743011
293.6

1405406

| 66115

155758
50.7

193728
534.4

868.0
34.0

7.2

46.8
5.0

1115

227.0
19.2

0.8

60.6
0.5

74.0
9.4

0.4

59.6

15.4
0.0

22.4
26.0

938.1
1.0

SUBTOTAL

1438,760.6

6,587,131.0

487,751.0

20,344.5

2,19

$356.9

2,004.0

2,454.3

68.9

1,297.7
35

14814
148.8

32,901.%

423265
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R ) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) (099 BY MODE TOTAL
N| RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAIENT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFEFYSSENS. SUBTOTAL | FIE’S
SYSTEM K| BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
DART 27
168433 41 259.0,| 121 1,724.3

San Antonio
DR

Orange Co
MB

Santa Clara
MB
S

28

29

30

385342
6.1

36,4425

18218
152 321.3,

16743011
293.6

1405406

| 66115

155758
50.7

193728
534.4

868.0
34.0

7.2

46.8
5.0

1115

227.0
19.2

0.8

60.6
0.5

74.0
9.4

0.4

59.6

15.4
0.0

22.4
26.0

938.1
1.0

SUBTOTAL

1438,760.6

6,587,131.0

487,751.0

20,344.5

2,19

$356.9

2,004.0

2,454.3

68.9

1,297.7
35

14814
148.8

32,901.%

423265




SUBSTANCE ABWUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

Kansas City
MB

Golumbus
IV B et | 7Tt | 7T st

Eramento

Rochester
DR
MB

RI Tramsit

Dayton

Syracuse
DR
MB

Broward FL
MB

Mempbls
DR

45

46

47

48

50

18,091.7 61,475.5

17,1504

82,7888

142.1
15,5033

15,397.77 67,7488

7,945.4

. 74909

744.2

6,081.4

6,7192

21.2 1124
8,984 44,923.0
14,4936

14,‘413.2 »
ez L

108.2
14,170.0

71.2
5,1IB844

492.2

359.4

13.9 861

46.6

399.2

44.6

27.0
309.3

369.0

5.8
201.1

0.0

6.0 5.0
.10.0 81.4

1.0
110

6.0 48.0

0.0 0.9
0.7 36.1

0.2
18.5

533.9

.559.6

R (000%s) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYERS

A TOTAL (000’s) (000°s) ] BY MODE TOTAL

N] RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFETY-SENS. | SUBTOTAL FTE'S
SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MARNEENANEE BY MODE
SAMTRANS 41
DR 745 5725 480.9 158 0.0 21 1.8 0.0 197 25.2
MB 1812055 12712971 . , 73903 373.6 31.0 71.4 22.4 0.0 4984

0.0

17.0]

39.0
428.7

10.0

0.5
8.2

0.0 3.5

0.0

0.0

473.0,

7.4
264.6

35

547.0

124
322.3
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MB

Albany

Montco, MD
DR

Charlotte
DR
MB

PATCO

Indlanapdlis

Hillsborough

San Dlego Troll.

52

55

5t

59

60

5JL437.7

6,543.1

5,519.2

131.8

57.1
14982.9

11,025.3

297.5

4,005

313.3

3.2

1.0

14.0

77.3

R (000's) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES

A TOTAL (000°s) (000'S) BY MODE } TOTAL

N| RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE NON-VEH ICLE | SAFETYsSENS. | SUBTOTAL FIX'S
SYSTEM K| _BYMODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
Austin, TX 51
DR 199.6 1,601.4 1,01000 44.6 0.4 8.4 3.5 2.5 59.4 91.0

344

205

330.6
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Montco, MD
DR

Charlotte
DR
MB

PATCO

Indlanapdlis
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San Dlego Troll.

52

55

5t

59

60

5JL437.7

6,543.1

5,519.2

131.8
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14982.9
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297.5
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313.3

3.2

1.0

14.0

77.3

R (000's) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES

A TOTAL (000°s) (000'S) BY MODE } TOTAL

N| RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE NON-VEH ICLE | SAFETYsSENS. | SUBTOTAL FIX'S
SYSTEM K| _BYMODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
Austin, TX 51
DR 199.6 1,601.4 1,01000 44.6 0.4 8.4 3.5 2.5 59.4 91.0

344

205

330.6
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R (000°s) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL [0 (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
N | RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAIRNT. NON-VEHICLE | SAFETYSSRNS. | SUBTOTAL FTE’S
SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE
Jacksonville TA 7
MB 8,012.9 46,846.7 5,782.2 259.2 144 49.4 24.3 5.7 353.0 403.0

Orlando 72
MB

Golden Gate TD 73

Santa Cruz 74

Sprimgfietd, MA 75

Toledo 76
MB

Spokane 77
DR 219.1 1,488.1 856.3 32.6 3.7 2.6 0.9 00 39.8 48.2

MB

Omaha 78

41.1 . 10.8 1.8 09 . 0.0 144 15.3

Worcester. MA 80

Santa Barbara 81

MB




SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

R (000’s) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL [ VO] GO0s) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHIQLEE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFETYSSENS. SUBTOTAL EFTE'S
SYSTEXM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE ‘
Eugene 82

3.731 22,244 29864 129.0 16 11

166.0

Yew Bedford 83
DR NR NR NR 9.0 1.0 15 0.0 15 13.0 14.5

Et Worth 84
DR 85.9 814.1 506.4 16.5 3.0 3.0 1.0

Akron 85
552.6 139.7 14.0

Hampton, VA 86
DR 31.7 265.1 160.4 11.2 1.6 0.3 0.4 0.0 135 13.5

Birmingham 88
MB

Wilmlogton 89
MB

Albuquerque 90
MB

LekitghNetsh. 91
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R (000’s) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL [ VO] GO0s) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHIQLEE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFETYSSENS. SUBTOTAL EFTE'S
SYSTEXM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE ‘
Eugene 82

Yew Bedford 83
DR NR NR NR 9.0 1.0 1.5 0.0 1.5 13.0 14.5

Ft. Woltth 84
859 814.1 506.4 16.5 3.0 K 1.0 0.0 235

Akron 85

Hampton, VA
DR

Savannath 87

mpﬂf I,

Birmingham 88
MB

17 48011 22658 119.6 64 209 7.9 #6| 1373 _ 182.0

Albuquerque 90

LekitghNetsh. 91
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

Louisville

Long Beach

Salt Lake

32

37

38

1
564

477

Santa Monica - MB
MB

40

1
109

33

62

12

675

52

52

175

58

R

A

N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES INJURIES
SYSTEM K JCOLLISIONJNON-COLL.] STATION TOTAL COLLISION INON-COLL. ] STATION TOTAL COLLISION [NON-COLL. | STATION TOTAL
STRATUM 3
Buffalo 31
MB 491 254 2 147 0 0 61 254 0 315
5C 5 67 76 148 0 Q 1 61 68 130

10

31

62

10
152

206

120
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R

A

N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES INJURIES
SYSTEM K JCOLLISIONJNON-COLL.] STATION TOTAL COLLISION INON-COLL. ] STATION TOTAL COLLISION [NON-COLL. | STATION TOTAL
STRATUM 3
Buffalo 31
MB 491 254 2 147 0 0 61 254 0 315
5C 5 67 76 148 0 Q 1 61 68 130

Louisville

Long Beach

32

Salt Lake
DR
MB

37

1
564

1
109

675

52

10

10
152

PACE

38

477

33

12

52

175

31

206

Commetitout

39

Santa Monica - MB
MB

40

62

58

62

120




SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY - SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE

ACCl DENTS

FATALI Tl ES

Albany

NY-Queens Surface
MB

Montco, MD
DR
MB

San Diego Troll.
S

Charlotte

Indianapolis
DR
MB

Hillsborough
MB

52

53

55

56

57

59

13
182

540

214

12

97

103

19
279

643

15

20

38

115

)
[=]

117

SYSTEM COLLI S| ON |WON-CBLLI [ STATION 1 TOTAL _ |COLLISION JNGN-@ODE. | STATION | TotAL TOTAL
Ausiin, TX 51

DR 28 10 0 38 0 0 9 10 0

MB 258 155 0 413 0 0

132
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Albany

NY-Queens Surface
MB

Montco, MD
DR
MB

San Diego Troll.
S

Charlotte

Indianapolis
DR
MB

Hillsborough
MB

52

53

13
182

540

55

56

57

59

214

12

97

103

19
279

643

15

20

38

115

)

117

R
A
N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES RS
SYSTEM K coLLISION JNON-COLL. | STATION | TOTAL coLLisioN JNON-COLL. | sTATION | TOTAL coLLision JNON-COLL. | staTion TOTAL
Aursifily, TX 51
DR 28 10 38 0 9 10
MB 258 155 413 0

132
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MB

Harrisburg

San Bernadino
MB

Charleston

il
Grand Rapids

MB

‘Duluth TA
‘MB

Tulsa TA

Lynwood-Comm

COTPA

93

94

95

i

97

98

99

100

53

70

32

14

53

102

SUBTOTAL.

13534

5,608

673

20115

60

0

164

12

17

33

R

A

N ACCIDENTS TATALITHES INJURIRS
SYSTEM K JCOLLISION |NON-COLL. | STATION I T O T A L lCOLl.ISlGNNON—COLI.. STATION TOTAL COLLISION] NON-COLL.] STATION TOTAL
N. Kentucky 92
DR 7 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 4

12

50

3,353

5,066

368

8,787

TOTAL

59,664

22,949

7,447

90,060

157

10

286

23,092

24,035

9,120

56,247
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MB

Harrisburg

San Bernadino
MB

Charleston

I
Grand Rapids

MB

‘Duluth TA
‘MB

Tulsa TA

Lynwood-Comm

COTPA

93

94

95

i

97

98

99

100

53

70

32

14

53

102

SUBTOTAL.

13534

5,608

673

20115

60

0

164

12

17

33

R

A

N ACCIDENTS TATALITHES INFURIES
SYSTEM K JCOLLISION |NON-COLL. | STATION I T O T A L lCOLl.ISlGNNON—COLI.. STATION TOTAL COLLISION] NON-COLL.] STATION TOTAL
N. Kentucky 92
DR 7 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 4

12

50

3,353

5,066

368

8,787

TOTAL

59,664

22,949

7,447

90,060

157

10

286

23,092

24,035

9,120

56,247




TRANSIT AGENCY DATABASE
RANKED BY TOTAL FTE'S




TRANSIT AGENCY DATABASE
RANKED BY TOTAL FTE'S
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CTA

SCRTD

169437.9

. 183471956

MB
RR
SC
B

18682083
(9993
46,59871

13 355.5

99,6090
15788756
204998
35120

123708
46549

1049566
98,9533
389004
87,4076

530498.7
978315.0

491 G8A4
415 8004
104 §i0233
21,1322

232547171
480,108477
28,7545

1,8594
35,1500
16,27517

23,239.1

L o2 O

911,34011
8,130.9

11,8612
209 5564
105474.8
118,500.2

25175

1,233.0
602.0
61.0

101.0

54.8
407.0

652.9

177.0
221.0
19.0
R )

25236
21.0

152.0
849.0
219.0

592.0

15.0
67.0
101.0
LLE 6450

i

302.0
220.0
37.0

NN A

627.8
22.6

' ""“11‘.0~|

1475

71.0

209.0

18.0

BTNV "' }0_0

273.5
5.1

7.0
73.0
54.0
43.0

O O

138.3

149.0
504.0
86.0

78.2
04

43.0
47.0
80.0
30.0

32

1,938.0
1,756.0

2210
prenrrnrtnttio8,

3,6986

50.8

2430
1,265.0
667.0
837.0

R (000°3) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYERS
4 TOTAL (000°s) (000°s) BY MODE TOTAL
! | RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER | REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. | NON-VEHICLE BAFETY-SENS. |SUBTQTAL | FIE'S
SYSTEM ¥ |__BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT__| MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
STRATUM 1
NYCTA =
MB 75300802 M3 94,675.E 8,0148 224.9 7117 474.6 11,5078
1,376 1205

4,036
19%69
12845

394.1

SUBTOTAL,

4,795g71155

17,281,435.9

34,746.7

4,801.7

4,640.6

11,948.8

66,)541.2
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CTA

SCRTD

169437.9

. 183471956

MB
RR
SC
B

NJT
mMB

186:820:3
993

46,593.1
13 355.5

99,6090
15788756
204998
35120

12378
40649

1049566
98,9533
389004
87,4076

530498.7
978315.0

491 G8A4
415 8004
104 §i0233
21,1322

23254171
480,98471
28,7545

1,8594
358510
16,27517

23,239.1

L o2 O

911,34011
8,130.9

11,8612
209 5564
105474.8
118,500.2

25175

1,233.0
602.0
61.0

101.0

54.8
407.0

652.9

177.0
221.0

19.0
0.0'

25236
21.0

152.0
849.0
219.0

592.0

15.0
67.0
101.0
LLE 6450

i

302.0
220.0
37.0

NN A

627.8
22.6

' ""“11‘.0~|

1475

71.0

209.0

18.0

BTNV "' }0_0

273.5
5.1

7.0
73.0
54.0
43.0

O O

138.3

149.0
504.0
86.0

78.2
04

43.0
47.0
80.0
30.0

32

1,938.0
1,756.0

2210
prenrrnrtnttio8,

3,6986

50.8

2430
1,265.0
667.0
837.0

i (000°3) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYERS
! TOTAL (000’s) (000’s) BY MODE TOTAL
! | RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER | REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. | NON-VEHICLE BAFETY-SENS. |SUBTQTAL | FIE'S
SYSTEM F |L_B¥ mopE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT, SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
STRATUM 1
NYCTA -
MB 75300802 M3 94,675.E 8,0148 224.9 7117 474.6 11,5078
1,376 1205

4,036
19%69
1,2345

394.1

SUBTOTAL,

4,795g71155

17 281 4£3%9

34,746.7

4,801.7

4,640.6

11,948.8

66,3602
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R (000%) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE | SARETFYSSENS. | SUBTOTAL FTE'S
SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE
Oakland 17
30919 21,9538 118R0 3

MB

Denver
MB

Detrolt DOT
MB

Santa Clara

MB
sC

Portland;
MB
sC

MB

New Orleans
MB

18

19

23

26

132.9
44,499s

44,903.8
6,184.5

72!656 N

38,534.2
61

190 387.9

167430.1
293.6

802.9

31.2

54

155.0

70.0

o

0.0

16.4

42.0

LIo1®

880.4

1,325.7
1299

13434

1,297.7
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R (000%) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000'S) (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE | SARETFYSSENS. | SUBTOTAL FTE'S
SYSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE
Oakland 17
MB 30919 21 9538 11850 3

Denver
MB

Detrolt DOT
MB

St-LOUIS
DR
MB

Santa Clara

MB
sC

Portland;
MB
sC

MB

New Orleans
MB

18

19

22

23

26

132.9
44,499s

44,903.8
6,184.5

72!656 N

38,534.2
61

190 387.9

167430.1
293.6

802.9

31.2

54 2.7

155.0

70.0

o

0.0

16.4

42.0

LIo1®

880.4

1,325.7
1299

13434

1,297.7
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Phoenlx

Salt Lake
DR
MB

NY-Queens Surface
MB

Columbus
MB

Detrolt SEMTA
DR
MB

Kansas City
MB

Broward FL
MB

SAMTRANS
DR

32

34

35

36

37

38

39

4C

26,894.1

581.3

0859
71,841.6

18007|

480.9

4432

20.7

2007,

£5rrzszzIr LRI,

26.8

135.9

26.2

657.4

15.8

19.7

R (000'S) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (0003)) (000’s) BY MODE TOTAL
N RIDERSHIP PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MAINIT. NON-VEHICLE |SAFETY-SENS. | SUBTOTAL FTE'S
ISYSTEM L BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAIN-r. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE
STRATUM 3 4001904 3,764.0 10,678.0 3,848.2 4,900.8 32,939.2
GO 31
MB 3

25.2
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R (000S) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES

A TOTAL (0003) (000's) BY MODE TOTAL
N| RiDERSHIP | PAssENGER | REVENUE VEHICLE MAINT. | NON-VEHICLE |SAFETY-SENS. | suBToTAL | FTE'S

SYSTEM X | _BY MoDE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAIN-r. SuPPORT | MAINTENANCE | BY MoDE

STRATUM 3 4001904 3,764.0 10,678.0 3,848.2 4,900.8 32,939.2

Honolulu 31

MB 3%

Pboenlx 32

26,894.1 125203 4432 26.8 135.9 25.3 26.2 657.4 754.3

Salt Lake 34
DR 109.2 524.1 671.9 20.7 0.0 1.6 1.3 0.0 23.6 30.8
MB

NY-Queens Surface 35
MB

Columbus 36

MB

Detrolt SEMTA 31
DR 5,085.9 164.7
MB 71,841.6

Kansas City 38
MB

Broward FL
MB

SAMTRANS

DR 480.9 15.8 0.0 2.1 1.8 0.0 19.7 25.2
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R (000%) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL j (000’s) (000°s) BY MODE TOTAL
N | RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENUE VEHICLE MARNT. NON-VEHICLE | SAFETY-SENY suBTOTAL FTE'S
YSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT | MAINTENANCE BY MODE
vontce, MD 51
131.8 1,005 . 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0 34.8 39.8

401.1

Dayton 53
21.2 112.4 71.2 5.8 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.5 7.4
8,9845 44,923.0 51184 201.1 0.7 36.1 18.5 8.2 264.6

858.3 523.4 i 6.7 3.4 7.7 2.0 45.4 54.7
44,760.6

55
165.9 1310.0 1,35477 55.4 16.9 0.0 0.0 1.6 73.9 71.3

Hillsberugh 56

[ndianapolis 57
DR 29.2 259.8 263.9 8.8 2.4 2.0 1.0 0.5 14.7 17.8
MB 10,780.2 49,338.7 5,447.4 245.5 18.9 42.8 27.6 13.9 348.7 419.9

Pleree Co, WA 58
DR 127.8 1,827 581.6 20.0 7.8 3.0 1.0 0.0 31.8 33.8

Richmond 59

Jacksonville TA 60
MB
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R (000'S) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000) (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
N | RIDERSHIP | PASSBNGER REMENIZE VEHHICLE MAINT. NON-VEHICLE | SAFETYSSRENS. SUBTOTAL FIES
S5YSTEM K BY MODE MILES MILES OPERATORS | SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT  |MAINTENANCE | BY MODE
Viemphis 61
108.2 1425 492.2 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 3.5 6.5
14,4700 58,8974 | 6,354.7 2891 | 2,00 . 44.9 24.2 8.1 328.3 394.3

N\ San Diego
VB

Toledo

VB

62

63

29,248.2

5,587.6

258.1

9.0

20.1

4.5

315.1

347.3

Syracuse
DR

Charlotte

Madison
DR
MB

64

66

68

36.0
9,047.9

Albuquerque

70

85.9

461.6

506.4

11.3

16.5

0.7

1.0

18.8

23.5
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R (000'S) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000's) (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
RIDERSHIP | PASSENGER REVENIE VEHICLE MAINT. NON-VEHICLF SAFETYSENS, SUBTOTAL FIES

BY IXMOBE I MILES MILES OPERATORS SUPPORT MAINT. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE BY MODE

SYSTEM
Eugene

San Bernadino

Hampton, VA 86
DR
MB

New Bedford 87
DR AR AR NR 9.0 1.0 15 0.0 15 13.0 145
MB 54363 132344 19700 112 o i T 135 70| ... sl 151.0 s 158.5

Reno 88

Worcgster. MA 89

DR 142.7 549.4. 310.4 18.5 0.8 2.2 0.3 0.3 22.1

N. Kentucky 90
DR 26.9 252.7" 164.8 4.8 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.1 6.5 7.0
MB 4,116.2 17,162.6 2,374.9 92.2 0.8 17.5 20.8 0.9 132.2 _ 151.0

Tulsa TA 91

DR 41.3 227 35.3 1.8 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.0 2.6 3.2
MB
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R (000'S) SENSITIVE SAFETY EMPLOYEES
A TOTAL (000's) (000'S) BY MODE TOTAL
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SYSTEM
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Hampton, VA 86
DR
MB

New Bedford 87
DR AR AR NR 9.0 1.0 15 0.0 15 13.0 145
MB 54363 132344 19700 112 o i T 135 70| ... sl 151.0 s 158.5

Reno 88

Worcgster. MA 89

DR 142.7 549.4. 310.4 18.5 0.8 2.2 0.3 0.3 22.1

N. Kentucky 90
DR 26.9 252.7" 164.8 4.8 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.1 6.5 7.0
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DR 41.3 227 35.3 1.8 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.0 2.6 3.2
MB
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R

A

N ACCIDENTS RATALITEES INJURIES
SYSTEM Kb@ILLISIONI NON-COLL. J|STaTT 0NN TOTAL COLLISION | VON-COLL.JSTATION TOTAL coLLISION JNON-COLL. | sTATION TOTAL
Oakland 17

Denver

Detroit DOT

BART

DART

St.Louis
DR
MB

Santa Clara
MB

Portland
MB

Milwaukee

New Orleans
MB
SC.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
523

25
642

27
421

134

365

303

239

«

1,246

733

586

132

567

317

239

228

1204

912




Buffalo
M B
SC

30

402 287

1 62 234

61

91 21 s =221

252191

SUBSTANCE ABUSE STUDY -~ SYSTEM AND EMPLOYEE DATABASE
A
N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES NJURIES
SYSTEM X, SN INfsrous T STATION | TOWAL __ |eourasio JNamwor LY onaDAw | ToPAL | COLL s vwLORE TV 575 T | THTAL
35

296

SUBTOTAL |
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A
N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES NJURIES
SYSTEM X |CAIEISWIY_ NN OUL [, SIALION | TOWAL __|COUT ISTHSL INGRWDE LI FOMEow | TarAL | DL 0] RN ORE ]! S35, 79N | THYAL
0

1 62 234 0 296

690

402 287 1

61

Buffalo 30
491 254 2 747 0

M B
SC

91 21 s =221 7 1151

17051 252091 341
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R

A [

N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES INIGRIES
SYSTEM K FEOLLISION |[NON-COLL.JSTATION COLLISIONINON-COLL.|STATION TOTAL COLLISIONINON-COLL]STATION TOTAL
Sacramento 41
MB 63 214 0 277 0 0 0 33 226 0 259
sC 30 53 | 0 83 0 0 0 9 - 51 8 60

fwstin, TX

Loulsvilie

PACE
MB

R1 T amsitt

Norfolk
DR

Connecticut
MB

Albany

42

43

45

46

48

49

477

48

217

33

144

12

522 [

421 40

100

140

175

13

31

28

100

Golden Gate TD

M

50,

M

140
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R

A [

N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES INIGRIES
SYSTEM K FEOLLISION |[NON-COLL.JSTATION COLLISION [NON-COLL.|STATION TOTAL COLLISIONINON-COLL]STATION TOTAL
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MB 63 214 0 277 0 0 0 33 226 0 259
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Norfolk
DR
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MB
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43
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46

48

49

477
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217

33

144

12

522 [

421 40

100

140

175

13

31

28

100

Golden Gate TD

M

50,

M

140
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Syracuse
DR
viB

PATCO

Charlotte

DR
MB

Madison
DR
MB

Albuquerque

Ft. Worth

296

64

65

63

52

68

359

52

R
A
N ACCIDENTS FATALITIES INJURIES
SYSTEM K FoLLisioNINON-COLL JSTATION TOTAL  JCOLLISION [NON-COLL.J STATION TOTAL OLLISION INON-COLL. | STATION TOTAL
Miettipitits 61
24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

68

67
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SYSTEM

2xz>x»

ACCIDENTS

FATALITIES

INJURIES

COLLISION INON-COLL |

STATION

TOTAL

JCOLLISION

NON-COLL.

STATION

TOTAL

OLLISION

NON-COLL.

STATION

TOTAL

Memypiis

Syracuse
DR
viB

PATCO

Charlotte

DR
MB

Spokane

Madison
DR
MB

Albuquerque

Ft. Worth

64

65

66

67

68

13

0

0

52

67

10
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INJURIES
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TOTAL

JCOLLISION

NON-COLL.
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TOTAL

OLLISION

NON-COLL.

STATION
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DR
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Charlotte

DR
MB

Spokane

Madison
DR
MB

Albuquerque

Ft. Worth

64

65

66

67
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13

0

0

52

67

10
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R

A

N COMENTS FATALITIES'
SYSTEM K JCOLLISION ] YON-COLL. | STATION TOTAL COLLISION |[NON-COLL. | STATION TOTAL COLLISION NON-COLQSTATION TOTAL.
San Diego Troll. 92

Duluth TA
MB

Savannah
MB

Santa Barbara

M.B

Lehigh/North.
B

Grand Raplds

.Charleston
MB

93

0

58

25

20

103

11

25 20

UBTOTAL.

13,834l

5.608

673

20,115

60

102

164

3, 353

5, 066

368

8, 787

TOTAL

59,467

22,836

7,525

89,762

156

119

10

285

23,010

23,899

9,188

56,097
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Details Of The Employe® Survey Sampling Plan

The sample of systems was accomplished by stratum. Four systems were selected
from the first stratum. A systematic random sample was selected of 50% or four of the
eight largest systems representing this first stratum. These eight systems account for
over half of all daily transit ridership in the U.S. A systematic random sample was
selected of 23% or five of the second stratum of 22 systems, which accounts for about
another fifth of all ridership. The third stratum of the next 70 systems had a systematic
random sample of 7% or five systems. In total, 14 transit systems were selected as the
first stage sample for the transit employee survey.

The second stage of the transit employee sampling process was to specify the
number of employees to be sampled from each cooperating transit system. In the largest
system stratum, a sample objective was established as 500 sensitive safety employees.
In the second stratum of large systems, the sample objective was set as 250 sensitive
safety employees. The third stratum had an objective for 75 to 100 sensitive safety
employees for the survey.

The general approach to weighting data from surveys is to base the assignment
of weights on the probability of selection. This is because of the fundamental result in
sampling theory that, if all sampling units respond, then weighting by the inverse of the
probability of selection allows for the generation of unbiased estimates of universe totals.
Selection probabilities are determined by the way the sample is selected. For example,
if a single-stage random sample of 100 units is selected from a universe of 1000 units,
and all 100 units respond to the survey, the selection probability for each selected unit
would be 0.1 (IDO/I0WO). The appropriate weight to assign to each respondent would
be 10. Unbiased estimates of totals would be generated by weighting survey responses
by 10.

However, in this survey, as in most surveys, there was some nonresponse --
transit systems and employees selected for the sample that did not agree to participate
in the survey. When there is nonresponse, the sample weighting must reflect it. This
is often done, as it was in this survey, by assuming that the cooperators in each
sampling stratum are equivalent to a random sample from the stratum. In addition, the
variances of survey estimates can usually be reduced if there are known universe totals,
or good estimates of universe totals, to which survey estimates can be aligned. This
alignment is done by multiplying the weights of the respondents in different cells by the
appropriate constant that adjusts the sample weight sum to the “known” cell total.
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would be 0.1 (IDO/I0WO). The appropriate weight to assign to each respondent would
be 10. Unbiased estimates of totals would be generated by weighting survey responses
by 10.

However, in this survey, as in most surveys, there was some nonresponse --
transit systems and employees selected for the sample that did not agree to participate
in the survey. When there is nonresponse, the sample weighting must reflect it. This
is often done, as it was in this survey, by assuming that the cooperators in each
sampling stratum are equivalent to a random sample from the stratum. In addition, the
variances of survey estimates can usually be reduced if there are known universe totals,
or good estimates of universe totals, to which survey estimates can be aligned. This
alignment is done by multiplying the weights of the respondents in different cells by the
appropriate constant that adjusts the sample weight sum to the “known” cell total.

D-2



For example, since we had two cooperating systems out of 8 in stratum one,
W(SYS) was taken to be 4 (i.e., the inverse of 2/B). Because the New York City Transit
Authority was a certainty selection, it was in a stratum by itself. However, since this
system was unable to participate, a nonresponse adjustment had to be made. The best
that could be done was to put it back into the largest stratum for weighting purposes.

For the second weight factor, W(EMP), the selection probability of an employee
from a participating system is the number of employees selected for the sample divided
by the number of sensitive safety employees in the system. To account for nonresponse,
we used the number of respondents (i.e., interviews) in the system divided by the
number of sensitive safety employees in the system for the adjusted selection probability.
For example, for hypothetical System A, there were 100 completed interviews out of a
total of 1,000 sensitive safety employees. Therefore, W(EMP) for System A transit
employees was 10.00 (i.e., the inverse of O0/DA@) to account for every sensitive safety
employee. Thus, the basic weight for each interviewed employee in System A was about
40 (i.e., 4 * 10.00). For the larger transit systems, employees were sampled only from a
random sample of some of the system facilities. However, since the total number of
sensitive safety employees available at these facilities was continuously changing (due
to various work schedule and absenteeism reasons) and not easy to determine on a daily
basis, this additional stage of selection was not incorporated into the weights.

Since the total number of sensitive safety employees in each stratum was known,
by several types of employees, we were able to improve the weights by adjusting them
to align with these counts. The employee category types used were operators, vehicle
maintenance, nonvehicle maintenance, and operational/maintenance support. For each
of these employee types by stratum (cell), the basic weights of the respondents were
added together. The known universe total for the cell was divided by the weight sum
to create the appropriate weight factor to apply to the basic weights of all respondents
in the cell. The final weight of each respondent was the product of his/her basic weight
and the cell adjustment factor based on the known total.

For example, for operators in stratum one, the basic weights added to 14,834. The
total number of operators for the stratum is about 34,000. Therefore, the cell adjustment
factor is about 2.3. Thus, the final weight assigned to each operator interviewed from
the System A transit system is about 92 (i.e., 40 * 2.3). This process was continued for
each transit system and employee category to obtain final weights for each completed
survey response.



For example, since we had two cooperating systems out of 8 in stratum one,
W(SYS) was taken to be 4 (i.e., the inverse of 2/B). Because the New York City Transit
Authority was a certainty selection, it was in a stratum by itself. However, since this
system was unable to participate, a nonresponse adjustment had to be made. The best
that could be done was to put it back into the largest stratum for weighting purposes.

For the second weight factor, W(EMP), the selection probability of an employee
from a participating system is the number of employees selected for the sample divided
by the number of sensitive safety employees in the system. To account for nonresponse,
we used the number of respondents (i.e., interviews) in the system divided by the
number of sensitive safety employees in the system for the adjusted selection probability.
For example, for hypothetical System A, there were 100 completed interviews out of a
total of 1,000 sensitive safety employees. Therefore, W(EMP) for System A transit
employees was 10.00 (i.e., the inverse of O0/DA@) to account for every sensitive safety
employee. Thus, the basic weight for each interviewed employee in System A was about
40 (i.e., 4 * 10.00). For the larger transit systems, employees were sampled only from a
random sample of some of the system facilities. However, since the total number of
sensitive safety employees available at these facilities was continuously changing (due
to various work schedule and absenteeism reasons) and not easy to determine on a daily
basis, this additional stage of selection was not incorporated into the weights.

Since the total number of sensitive safety employees in each stratum was known,
by several types of employees, we were able to improve the weights by adjusting them
to align with these counts. The employee category types used were operators, vehicle
maintenance, nonvehicle maintenance, and operational/maintenance support. For each
of these employee types by stratum (cell), the basic weights of the respondents were
added together. The known universe total for the cell was divided by the weight sum
to create the appropriate weight factor to apply to the basic weights of all respondents
in the cell. The final weight of each respondent was the product of his/her basic weight
and the cell adjustment factor based on the known total.

For example, for operators in stratum one, the basic weights added to 14,834. The
total number of operators for the stratum is about 34,000. Therefore, the cell adjustment
factor is about 2.3. Thus, the final weight assigned to each operator interviewed from
the System A transit system is about 92 (i.e., 40 * 2.3). This process was continued for
each transit system and employee category to obtain final weights for each completed
survey response.



